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.-
Prefatory Note'

,n ,

-.This study presents the results of an evaluation of the
/

effectiven t e Federal funding of public librariessand

proposes the general design of revised system refleting a .re-

defined and more sharp y focussed Feder!). policy. The Library

-
Service and Construction Acti (LSCA) ahd Its antededent the 4

LibraFy Services Act have been the principal instruments bf

.Federal policy fOr over two decades. Unless re-enactedkLSCA

'will terminate'September 30 1977. The design of theAunding

.

program Proposed in this report is lnte9ded for review and

consideration by the National. Commiss,idn'on 'Libraries

and Information Science,'representatives of the library

cpmmunity and other oipservers. The review process/should

lead to preparation of draft legislation for early consideration

by the Congress.

The report:Includes a great amount-of new data and informa-

tion.on.the performance of the present Federal public library

funding system And its impact on sate and Vocal funding activities.

These data have been included both to document the evaluation and

to provide resource information for libr,y service planners.
4 --,/

and administrators. The new data include the results of a.state
-

survey to obtain up-dated fiscal data and characteristics of state

public library aid systems, and detailed information on general

revenue sharing as it has affected publiclibrary financing at

state and local levels.
*

4
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Bickgiound400 Purpose

Tbe.objectIVe of 'this study rs"to evaluate the:effective-
N

ness 6Y.Federal.,funding'of plAblic libraries as a-basis for

definitive recommendations designed to improve the Federal

fis al.support eltstema.
Li, -.

-J, . ,

There are a huMber of reasons why the study focusses on the
-1

'Federal fisCal support systeM'and.W4Y tt id timely. Federal

fiscal support under the Libiary Servibes and Construction Act
4 4s i

(LSCA) was scheduled to terminate in 1976, but, wider angres-
\

(1)
sional procedures, it has been extended for one year.

a

General-revenue.sharthgAGRS), viewed by some as a substitute.
. . . .

0 G. 4.

0
,

...10for LSCA, wds.also Scheduled to lapse in 1976..HOWeyer, Cohgres-

..
.sional action, signed ky.PresideAFokd On October(13, 1976,

L

extended GRSowith some modifications, until 1980. ..1t is important
. ,

. .

to evaluate, however, whether the'past, present, and prospective

future allo,cations of these-funds have provided or are likely,to

provide adequate or stable public library support.

A 1

Revision and/or re-enacfmedt of the LSCA and GRS fiscal

programs are important, perhaps vital, factors'in the fdture

public library financing: At play is a changing scene of cAL
4

cepts and application of broad,gew fiscal strategies affecting

the pattern of intergovernmental fiscal relations in a variety

of functional areas, including public libraries.

Wunder existing Congressional procedures, the program is auto-
matically continued for an additional year gt the same funding
level if no lpgislative action is taken. The September 30, 1976
override og President Ford's veto of the Dept. of Labor - HEW
appropriatiops bill provides $60.2 million for LSCA in FY.19774

1 1



All too frequently, new, far-reaching fiscal strategies are

implemen*d mithout a4equate information on either Gthe

current fiidial conditions and status within any functional

area; or any real assessmeht of the-future impact'of 1/4par-
.

°.°

ticular fiscal policy.change. Agencies.charged with fhnctional
A

and service delivery resppnsibilities 'should sassess the finan
. .

*cial systems that support their service area as a'basis

I.

4

for recommending any needed cha'nge. It is partiCularly

important for publicolibrary agencies to evaluate theirV,
,

,,,
_

fiscal:support system in the 1i4ht of changing intergovernmental
J -1'

fiscal conditions and issues: .
Public library services are taken

.,

too much for granted: almost no one is oppOsed to the public

library, 'but the active constituency,informed on fiscal supPort
'^

problems and possibilities is citilie limited in size.
CL,

)Quite apart from fiscal oonsideratiohs,`there are other

factors that make the subjectgtimely. Formulation

1975 by the National Commission on_Librarie and Information

Science (NCLIS) of A.recommended national program f9r libraries

and information services provides Positive and long-

range objectives for,the'redefiniUon of the Federa0. role
. -

I

and fasdal support position. The Commis'sion rightly points

out that there is at present'nb national program for the,
.

developmentoflibraryandinformationseryices-and that

there is indeed a need to insure 'future development of

-library resources in "a copesiVe manner accordingkto a national

(1)
plan".

(1) .

..Toward.a National Program for fibrary and Information
gerTices: Goals for Action, NCLIS, 1975, p.:19;

f 2
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The Commiksion cites eight lroad objectives which rust

be achieved if the recommended national progrgm 'is-to be

more than wordS on paper. Appropriately, the first of these
.

.objectiVes is to "ensure that baiic minimums of library hnd

inforhation..ieryicesade'quate to meet the needs of all
. .-.

-

.:.,local tommunities are satisfied".' Thid objective gqes to

the heart of he issue of 'wording an adequaEe public

Aibrary. financing System.. NCLIS cannot create a national

program if there are not adequdte library and information
. ,

seryiceS at the lOcal A,siate or natfonal network of

'library services has only limited'utility if-it is not a

rinkage to augment and_ supplement the services of strong

local library tnite. It is in t'his context that,the need

to evaluate the effectiveness of Federal funding of public

libraries and to proyide definitive recommendations for an

mproved fiscal support should be seen

NCLIS has alao been charged with the responsibility

of dedigning and conducting a White House Conference on

Library and Information Sciences as the capstone of con-

ferences held in each of the states. Public ribrary fiscal

. .

,isupport problems are likely tp be.high!..,on conference agendas.

e

Results of the evaluation Of Federalfunding, of libraries

and new directions for the,future should be available for

conference consideration.

1 3
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Basic Alssumptions and Constraints

This stucW is not based on a de novo approach to the

subject o'f a Federal role and fiscal support system for

public libra5ies. There has been a significant amount of

prior research and writing on the general question of the Federal

role in public library financing. The research on which

this report is based was designed as an extension, supple-

'mentation and addition to earlier studies relevant to the

objective cited above.

A paper, "Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing

Of Public Library Services", (1) prepared by Government

Studies & Systems (GSS) explored the question from a broad

perspective, but it was limited to the delineation and

illumination of key underlying factors. It did not include

. the development of specitic recommendations for their resolu-
.

tion. A more recent study also prepared by GSS, was fopissed

on alternative's for,financing the public library, and produced

the,Xollowing summary of five alternative funding options. (2)-
4

1. Status quo
Ac. (a) zero funding of LSCA; complete reliance on

revenue sharoing
.

(b) continuation of LSCA at current or reduced
,leVels

2. Retrenchment of the Federal governMental financing
role-
(a) no Federal funds for public libraries and no.

Federal policy with respect to public libr4ry
development

e
2 -

Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing of Public
Lfbearies, Government -Studies & Systems, Philadelphia, Pa.,
1973,

(2)
Alternatives for Fiflancing the Rublic Library, ,prepared
for NCLIS by Government Studies & Systems, May 1974, p

1 4
-4-



(b) .variable pattern of state and local support
depending upon interest and fiscal capacity

(c) heavier reliance upon fees, fines and organized
yoluntary support

3. Federalized system of libraries: 75-90% level
(a) Zirect Federal funding according to Federal

standards
(b) strategic and directed distribution of,public

library services to achieve uniform coverage
(c) coordinated funding and fun4ional planning

of public libraries with other library fund-
ing programs'under ESEA Title I1713 and the
Higber Education Act_ .

-(d) .full development and employment of technology
to maximize services at lowest cost

(e) authority structure related to Library of

Congress

4. Dominant state funding rolel 75-90% level
(a) minimal Federal role and funding
(b) limited Federal funding geared to inter-state

fiscal disparities
(c) relief.of local tax burden for libraries
(d) ,fuller utilization of untapped state tax

resources 4

Balanced intergovernmental funding system-Federal,
st4e and local
(a) increased,Federal support to meet upgraded

library service and development needs
(b) -revised LSCA to reflect strengthened Federal

role,and mahdate, coordinated Federal state
planning for a national program of public
library services

(c) increased >state suPport to reflect prime
responsibility for public library maintenance
and development

(d) decreased local support role.
(e) Staged approach over ten-year period to achieve

improved balance in intergovernmental funding
pattern ending with Federal-20 percent, state-

,A
50 perce t, and local 30 percent of a progress-
ively elevated national expenditure for improved
and expanded public library services

Advantage's and disadvantages of each' of the above options,

Were examined. The conclusion was that,'in the light.of

library-service 4nd developmental requirements, a balanced

and etrengthened intergovernmental SyStem was the preferred

Ioption. 15

-5 - .
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The works of many oehef persons and agencies aye'.

also provided much informa4on on aspects of the p

library funding issue. Rptent analyses by Robert W. Frase,
,

Genevieve Casey, James P*, Joseph F. Schubert, All

Beth Martin, and others Pprovide uieful material and 4ata. ,

2

The Systems Development :Cbrporaton report evaluating PCA:

is an additional source. At the close Of 1974,.the G neral

Accounting Office,,(GAO): 'published a'report 4ederal Libiar.1;

SuppOrt Programs: Progress and Probleme. The GA0 analysOof

LSCA was limited to onl, two states: Ohio and Michigan. IlecoMmen-\
,

dationg Were addressed to the Secretary of HEW as follows':(1)
%.

kequire the State Library agencies to make,statewide
. assessments of the needs for public library services ,0

ari4,rank.local libraries accordingly as alprerequisite,
to Ilistributing LSCA Title I funds.

Insure that the state library agencies are giving
'appropriate priority,consideration to urban and rural
disadvantaged persons when distributing LSCA Title I
funds.

While this study is designed to extend and supplement

these and other research efforts, it is not necessarily

limited or constrained by earlier findings and r4commendations.
4'

The analysis begins with the assumptibn that there is a

Federal interest and role in the funding of the public

.library and that some type of intergovernmental siipport system

is required. It accepts this conclUsion on the basis of earlier

analyses of 'the role and function of ihe public:oliibrary in

(1)

"Federal Library support Programs: ProgreSs and 'Problems"
General Actounting Officeh Deb. 30, 1974, p. 27*,

16 -6-
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today's society, the status and patXern of the present

funding system, and application of the public goods theory"

to funding systemalternatives: The partioular fopbs'of...the

adalysis is the Federal role and support system. However,

this study recogniZes nd includes within its analytic

1"f-a-Mework a review of state public library financing'

mechanisqe and impact analysis at the local jurisdictionaL

.Approach and Methodology
/ -

The objective of'assesiing effectiyenesS and preparing

improvements in the Federal funding syttem focusses initial

attention on the measure of effectiveness to be utilized..

It is obviously unrealistic given time and budget

constraints, to measure effectiveness at the impact or

,
readership leVel yet this ultimate measure oeeffectiveness

should not be ignored. The basic que.stion to be answered

4s closely related o the stated objective in-theLSCA:

It is the purpose of this Act to assist the States
in the extension and improvement Of public library
services in.areas of the States vihich are withciut

such services or in which dch services are inadeqUate,
and with public library co truction,.and in the:improve-
merit of such otherState 11 rary services as libtary
services for physically Iicaped, institutionalized,
and _disadvantaged persons, in strengthening State
library administrative agencies, and in promoting (1)
interlibrary cooperation among all types of libraries.

7

In this context, the basic measure of effectiveness is the

extent to which Federal funds'are used to improve and equaliie'

the.access of all.citizens tO library and information services
.

(1)
Libraty. Services and 'Construction Act (20 USC 351), as

amended, Sec. 2 (a)

-
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commensurate with their particular and special needs.

Effectiveness, and s rengths and weaknesses of the present

systet will be atses7ed by means of:
.

1. _a state7by-State and regional overview analysis
,

of public library finance characteristics and chanlles
featuring trends, comparisons of expenditures by .

level of government source o* financina, compari-
ssyns.of $state public library aid with other stite-aia
amounts, andttate expenditure patterns per capita
and in relat on "tb income;

2. ,examination o the Federal role.and fundin9.mech-
anisms featUri g an evaluation ot LSCA and a cot- ,

parison of LSC with the conception underlying the
legislation'pro osed.(but neyer Consideredlby.the'
Congress) as th Library. PartnershiP Act; 1

7.
3. afi iqventory and,assessment of state-library 'aid

programs to determine theextent to which they,
in relation to LSa4, 41re effective in supp6ort and.,
developm4nt df 2oca1 public library services; uid" '

1%.

<

4. a special detailed analysis of the.iMpAct of
general revenue sharing funds'(GU) oK-Public
library support at the state and local level.

hre last of the analyses mfntioned marks the.first,

"hard data" analysis to asseis ana quantify the impact of OBS

funds, and thit evaluation is of special importande to -the

'measurement of Federal, fündIng sYstem effectivenesse The

State and Local Fiscal Assistanc Act of 1972 was cited by

the Nixon Administration as-,'a su stitute for LSCA. Public
-

) Libraries were included as one of the "priority expenditures"

authorized in the Act for the gui ance of local government

recipientsof GRS funds. 11.1blic librarY expenditure:patterns

before and after GRS are dkamined in order to quantify impact.

4

The methodology involved development and use of two

new 'sources of basic data. In the GRS"impact analysis, the

Office of Revenue Sharing's computer tape of reported

1 k 78-
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actual use o GRS funds by each state and local government

was used 'to letermine the amount'oi such funds expended

for libraries. In conjunction with this and the othen

analysis components, a gpecial detailed survey questionnaixe

was sent to the chief library officer in each state. All

but a feW states provided the information requested.

1 9
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Overview of Public Library Finar*e
Characteristics and Issues /

Disparities in thellkstribution of Public Library Services

Preliminary tabulations from tile recently completed

survey (1974) of public libraries by the National Center for

EducatiOn Statistics (NCES) provide updated information on/

the numbers, distribution, service

of public libraries in the U

/

activ

d States.

enditurei

ma

Survey data show that:in 1974, there were mOre.. thax 8,300 public

libraries staffed by some 86,000'full-time-professionk ?'and

non-professionals throughout°the Nation. Total expenditures
. .

reported for 1974 was $1,114 million of which 53 percent reopre-

..

%

sented salaries and wages.

, The distribution of.'librries and total library expenditures

among urban, suburban and rural communities is shown in Table 1,

below.

Table 1

Distribution of Public Libraries and Library Eicpenditures
Inside? and Outside of Standard Metropolitan'

Statistical Areas (SMSA's)

Total A

Number* Expenditures

, Area Libraries ($MillionS) %

.within.SMSACentral
(Urban)

within SMSA-Other
(Suburban)..

other than SMSA
(Rural)

611

2,279

5 417

7.3

27.4

65.3

612.7

308.9

192.0

' 55.0

27.8

17.2

TOTAL: 8,307 100.0 1,1/1.6 100.0

* Number of libraries reported excludes branch units: this affects

particularly the total reported for central'SMSA's.

SOURCE: NCES,1974 Survey of Public Libraries, Preliminary Re-

lease dated January 28, 1976.

2 0:
-10-



Prditminarysanalyses of survey data made available by

NCES show a wide,variation in per capita expenditures among.

the-nationls-8,307 public libraries. A-S shimn in Table 2,

over 40 percent of-aIIT-Palic libraries were supported by a

per capita expenditure of less than $3.00. More than two-
.

thirds of all public libraries were supported by a ptf.c capita

expenditure of less than-$5.Q0. The median per capita ex-
.

penditure was $3.28. -
Table 2

Number and Percent of Public Libraries
by Total Expenditures Per Pei-son-
in Popuntion of Area. Served, 1974

At Number of .

.ibraries Per cent

Less. than $1.00
$1.00 - 2.99
3.00 4:99
5.00 - 6.99
7.00 7 8.99
9.00 -11.99
12.00 -14.99
More than $15.00

." 6941
694,

2,273
1,004

617
435
218
375

8,307

Source: 'Preliminary analysis of 1974
by NCES.

8.3
32.5 :

427.4
12.1

.(7.2

2.6
4.5

100.0

survey data made availabl.g

The NCES survey data provides the basis for comparing

per capita expenditures of publc libraries within'and ex-

ternal'to st .andard metropoli4tan statistical areas (SMSA's)
P

as follows:

Area

Inside SMSA's
Outside SMSA's

Totals

(Millions) 'Expenditure
Expenditures 1970 Poimlation Per Capita

$ 921.6
192.0

$1,113.6

\
-139,419,000
-63,793,000
753,212,000

$6.61
43.01
5.48

These wide disparities in per capita expend tures suggest

the existence of serious inequities in the distr bution of public

library services, notwithstanding the 20 year hi tory of LSCA and

the inc reasing number of state public library ai programs.

21 1 -11-



Among local jurisdictions, disparities in the digtribution of

essential goyernmental services may be related to either differential

need for services or varying tax base rapacity to'provide services,

or both. Urban jurisdictions, for example, are increasingly caught

in the trap of growing service requirements apd a shrinking tax base.

rThese situations are proper concerns of the

lof both Federal and state governments.

x and subsidy policies

The Elementary and SecondaryiEducation Act,of 1965; for example,

ecognized the fact tliat poverty was closely associated with low educa-'

tional achievement. That Act estab1.4shed a Federal-role and subsidy
.

. .

system designed to ttrget additional funds into school districts

-

to meet the special educational needs related to poverty. The

Serrano-Priest case in the California Supreme Court and the

Rodriguez casevin the U.S. Supreme Court added a constitutional

dimension to the issue of disparities in educational services

offered by local jurisdictions. Basically these cases, alAd

many similar ones in various siates, have demonstrated that dis-

parities in edupational servicep causid by, orelated to, diffe-

rences .in local taxabre wealth_ must be eliminated. States have

the responsibility and obligation to cOrredt these_inequitips.

Resolution of this issue in edurtiAon finance will increasingli,

affect intergovernmental fiscal relations in other service

areas; such as public libraries,.for which the'state bears

primary legal responsibiIit . States may indeed delegate respon-

sibility to local government to provide essential services, but

they may not ellow wide disaritiés to exist as a result of wide

differences in servioe,needs or taxing capacity of local jurisdid-
.

tiong to finance such services..



The implications drawn from these broad overview data on

Federal role and fiscal support issues related to the public

library include the following:

1. There is a wide disparity in public-library

servIce expenditures among urban and non-urban
4

1 communities.

2; Problems in effecting an equitable distribution and

financing of public library services'are quite coM-

parable' :to those in.Ndistrfloueing:and.financing
,

educational services. GOvernmental mandates and

fiscal systems required tO achieve an equitable

distfibution of public library service need to be

strengthened.

3. Urban jurisdictions can be characterized as having

a differentially high need andf increasingly, a .

shrinking tax base capacity 63 support a full range

of services. Suburban goVernments have increasing

demand for services and; in most instances,.they have

more adequate fiscal capacity to meet such demands.

kural communities have the'traditional problem of

service organization and deliveryoto meet dispersed

demandbc This characteristic.justifies at east

comparable per capita costs, yet the data show much

lowek such expehditures.

23
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Comparative Analysis of Public Library Expenditures
4

On a national basis it has been shown that'serious

disparities exist in the distribution of public library

services. There are also clear indications that library
4

services, in terms of amount and trervis-in expenditures,

are in an inferior and deteriorating position, compared *

°with other related and, contrasting state ana-lodal.govern-,

ment sekvices. Table,3 shOws tOtal:goverrimental expendi- '

4 t

tures. ...Tait 1967, .972 and 1914,for rTve'selected stato and ,

0 .
A.

local govèrnment'al functions,: public libraries, local

/ schoOlq, healh and hospitals, pplice and local parks

and recreation. Average annual rate of change in expendi--
tures between 1967-1972 and between 1972-1974 are also

shown.

Generally, the. data show that public library expendi-

tures are the lowest of the filie'services and represent-
_

,J

only about .5 percent of total-expenditures for the group

in each of the three years. The $518 million sgent for

library services in 1967 represerits .55 percent of the

$934350 million total for the group. In a period of

rising costs and inflatiOn, this percentage decliried to

.48 percent in 1972 and held steady at .48 percent in 1974.

Thus, public libraries get a very small "bite" of the

total expenditures for this qroup of services, and the
_-

size of the "bite" decreased in 1974 compared to 1967.

This is true even though total expenditures for the group

' increased from $93.4 million to $199.0 million a whopping

2 4 -14-
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Government Studies & Systems

,Table 3

4

Comparison of Expenditures for Selected State and Local Government

Functions, ,1974, 1972 and 1967

(in millions)

1

c

1

19741/

.

,

.1912 196,

Average Ahnulii

Rate of Change

1972-74

peiage Aiinual

, Rite of Change

1967-72

,

Total General Expenditure $198,959 $168,549 $93,350 8.65% 12.54%

,

Public libraries* ' 968 816 518 8.92 9.51

Local schools 53,059 46,671 27,0 6.62 11.09

L-Health and hospitals 15,495 13,023 6,640 9.08 14.42

Police 7,289. 6,005 3,049 10.17 1452

Local parks and recreation 2,951 2,318 1,291 12,83 12.42

, '

Total Ex4ding Local Schools
)

145,900 121,87B 65,760 9,41 13.13

*It should be'noted that the total expenditure for public libraries using Census of Government data dif-

2 5

fers from totals developed from the state survey performed as a part of this study (see table 4). The 96
variation can be explained by differences in reporting noienclature and any sampling procedures related "
to Census figureS. The data series are internally consistent and can be used separately for analysis

and Interpretation.

efr

**1975 Data available to date to be included in this table indicates ,continuation of the pattern under in-

flationary impact. Public library expenditures for 1975 was $1.12 billion - up 15.6 percent over 1974,

but still lower than'increaaes for other services.

1.71 H 11.

Source: Bureau of the Censusi Governmental FinanCes in 1973-74; Census of Governments, 1967, Vol 4, No. 5:

Compendium.of Government Finances; and Census of Governments, 1972, Vol 4, No. 5: Compendium

of Govern Lment Finance l

1



.113 percent, during this period. Public library expenditures

-increased by 87 percent duriag the period. The marage,annual

rate of change in expenditures was lower (+9.51 percent) for

public libraries than for any of tfie other seridce areas

shown in Table 3, and significantly lower than the tdtal

expenditure average (+12.54 percent) between 1967 and 1972.

the two year period 1972-1974, there was a general slow.down

in the growth of governmental expenditures so that the average

annual rate ofchange 'in totalsgeneral expenditures declined

'fr9m,+12 54'percent to +8.65.percent between 1972-1974. Of the

services,shown, the 'sharpest decline in expenditure growth was

local sch.00ls during this two year period'...'Next'to local

schools, the average annual increase in public library expendi-

tures was lower than any other of the service areas\included

in this analysis.

Essentially, this analysis of expenditures by functional

or service areas offers some confirmation that public libraries

are mot,doing well.in competition for the local tax tollar. It

is still tiue, of cOurse, that collectivtly local governments

provide the major part of public library fiscal support. However,

the fiscal crunch is on and it impacts most severely'on local
4

governments. The primary source of local revenues'is still the

real estate tax and it.is the,inelasticity (and shrinkage in

many cases) of thit tax against a rising tide of increasing

service costb,and inflationary pressures which accentuates the

fiscal problem. The service areas included in this analysis are

all heavily reliant on local government revenues: Local schools,

health an0 hospitals, and police services are priority items in the
-16-
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local government budget-making process. The data show that

these serVice areas are also feeling the crunch of rising

costs and limited local tax resources. Public libraries,

along with local parks and recreation, received only a

Miniscule portion of local revenues. Of these two areas,

local parks and recreation fared better. The data dhow that.

of the five service areas; only parks and recreation had an

increase in the average annual growth rate in expenditures

between,1972 aind 1974, cOmpared to the period 1967-72. It

also should be noted that expenditures for 1974 reflect, for

4
the first time, the impact of GRS funds. 'The extent to

which GRS,funds are used as a substitute for local tax revenues

will later be discussed. At this point it can be observed,

however, that the priority status of public libraries under

the GRS program.waS not sufficient to elevate its expenditure
-

position over the other service,areas included in this analysis.

SpIte-by-State Analysis of Public Library Expendituies

While a slightly different number of states reported total

public library expenditures in each year shown on Table 4,

it is apparent'that total reported expenditures increased in

each of the three years 1972, 1,974; and 1975. 'this finding is

partially confirmed by the increase in expenditures based

on Census data, as shown in Table 3. It should be noted that

while Table 4 expenditures are identified as state and local, they

2 8
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Table 4

State and Local Expenditurei for Public Libraries,
1972, 1974 and 1975, by States and Megions

(Dollar amounts in Thousands)

State
.

Total Expenditures

1975 1974 1972

United States 1,105,744 1.006,365

I

856,636

New England:, 59,196 76,519 64,060
Maine 5,501 4,872. 3,532
New Hampshire N.A. N.A. N.A.
Vermont

1 N.A. N.A. N.A.
Massachusitts . 47,729 41,141 36,171
Rhode Island 5,966 5,396 5,110
Connecticut \ N.A. 25,110 19,247

Mideast: 305,643 273,729 242,486
New York , 176,250 , 159,876 140,077
New ..tersey, 53,453 47,630 39,736
Pennsylvania 42,972 39,416 36,945
Delaware, N.A. N.A. N.A.Maryland` 32,968 26,807 25,728

..,
.

Great Lakea: 253,268 231,069 190,800
Michigan''' 53 188

i ,
48,550 37,764

Ohio
5 67,252 1 64,333 55,688

Indiana 27,258 25,999
Illinois

.29,208
- 72,514 63,881 49,510

Wisconsin 31,106 27,047 21,839

Plains: 64,537 65,107 50,591'
Minnesota6 22,013 18,871. 18,006
Iowa 13,062 11,048 N.A,Missouri 17,814 16,663 15,6/0 _
North Dakota --- 7,324 1,980 1,783'
South Dakota 2,603 1,043 2,738
Nebraska 6,721 5,315 4,493
Kansas N.A. 8,187 7,881

Southeast: 136,848 125,796 97,670
26,469 24,732 16,560.Virginia

West Virginia N.A. 4,813 3,617
Kentucky 15,351 ,9,787 8,387
Tennessee 12,680 m 13,057 8,931
North Carolina7P8 , 18,820 16,049 12,192.
South Carolina '' 64497 5 866, 6,439
Georgia ' 19,348 17,970 13,545
Florida N.A. N.A. N.A.
Alabama . 9,331 7,963 6,185
Mississippi 8,152 7,506 5,139
Louisiana 14,680 13,896 12,931
Arkansas 5,520 4,/57 3,744

1.

Southwest: 40,282 31,885 26,207
Oklahoma N.A. N.A. N.A.Texas 35,844 28,282 23,364
New Mexico9 4,438 3,603 2,843
Arizona N.A. N.A. N.A.

Rocky Mountain: 33,607 26,992 21,609
Montana 3,161 2,812 2,616
Idaho 3,747 2,944 2,332
Wyoming 3,264 2,639 2,563
Colorado 15,865 11,451 9,654
Utah 7,570 7,146 4,444

Far West: 206,781 169,051 158,172
Washington 28,338 26,652 22,677
Oregom 10,441 '8,703 7,675
Nevada 2,640 : 2,561 2,038
California 165,362 131,135 125,782

Alaska N.A. N.A. N.A.
' Hawaii 5,582 '6,218 5,041

Footnotes: See page 184.

2 9
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Footnotes: Ta

General note:

Public library eXpenditure data used in.Table,4, 5 and 6
were obtained through a, special questionnaire survey of
Chief State Library Officers.in each state. ..At the time
of report preparation, five states (New HamPshire, Delaware,
aorida, Oklahoma, and Arizona) had not responded to:the
questionnaire. .Alaska and Vermont could not provide com-
plete expenditure data for any of the three years. In.four
other states .(Connecticut, Iowa, Kansas and West Virginia)
data werelthot available for certain years.. Expenditure
data were reported by source of funds used and certain
definitions should be noted:

a. Federal source expenditures includes LSCA funds,
any other Federal library programs and General
Revenue Sharing (GRS) funds distributed to states
and used specifically for public library purposes.

b. State expenditures include only those paid from
state revenue sources.

c. Local expenditures were compiled by the Chief
State Library Officers. These totals may include
expenditures from local GRS funds.

Footnotes: 7

1. Massachusetts 1972, 1974 and 1975 local government
expenditures for libraries reported as reprvesenting
approximately 90 percent of the state's municipalities
and excludes capital outlays.

2. Maryland expenditures exclude capital outlays.

3. c igan 1975 data includes 1974 carry forward federal
funds.

4. Michigan 1974 data includes impoundment funds from
1973.

5. Indiana 1972 cxpenditure data reported from local own
source rever_ -s is for Calendar Year 1972.

6. Minnesota local expenditure data do not include capital
outlays.

7. North Carolina 1975 eXpenditures from federal sources
includes FY 1973 (Supp.) and FY 1974 federal funds.

8. North Carolina 1974 expenditures from federal sources
includes some FY 1973 funds.

9. New Mexico 1975 data was adjusted after letter inquiry
to the state.

3 0
-18a-



include Federal funds provided through LSCA, GRS and other

library support programs. Total expenditures for 1975, with

40 states reporting, was $1,1 billion - 10 percent, higher than

the $1.0 billion reported as the total expenditure for the,43

states reporting_ data for 1974. (See Table 4). In .1972, with

42 states reporting,, total expenditures were significantly

lower at $856 million.

On a regional basis, based on totals for 38,states.report-
.

ing expenditures for all three years, as shown in Table 4A, all

regions showed increases in expenditures in the two year period,

1972-1974. Five regions showed increases of between 21 and 29

percent, and the total for all 38 states increased by 16 percent.

All regions, extluding Hawaii, continued to show substantial in-

creases between 1974-1975. In this one year period, the increases

.in Six regions were at least aS great perdentage-wise as in the

preceding two year period. Expenditures in Hawaii decreased in

-1975 by 10 percent. The 1975 total for the 38 states increased

14 perd;ent compared to 16 percent over the preceding two years.

°Ori a state-by-state basis, between 1972 and 1974 public

library expenditures increased in 41 states. One state (South

Carolina) reported a decrease. In 17 states expenditures in-
. -,

creased 1-15,percent, and in 23 states the increase was betWeen

.16 and 5,0.percent:. One sta.te (Utah) 'reported an increase of'

61 percent. Expenditures tended to continue to increase between

1974 and 1975. .0f 40 states reporting expenditures for 1975,

three states reported 'a decrease, 19 reported increases between

1-15 percent, 17 reported increases between 16 and 50 percent,

and one state (Kentucky) reported an increase of 57 percent.

-19-



-.Table 4A

State and Local Pubilc,Library Expenditures

1972,- 1974, and 1975,'by 'Region .(11

, Total Expenditures (in thousands)

Region 197 -'Change '1974 Change.

+15%

L972

New 'England
. 59 196 +15% 51,409 44,813,

Mid East 305,643 +12 273,729 +13 242,486

Great Lakes 253,268 +10 231,00 .+21. 190,800 ,

Plains . .-51,475 +12 45 872 +7 042710:-

SoutheaS't 136,848. . +13 .120,983 +29 94,053_%

Southwest ,40,282 +26 31,885 +22 264207

Rocky Mountains 33,601, +25 26,992 +25 21,609

Far West . 206,781 +22 169,051 t7 158,172

Alaska-Hawaii (2) 5,582- -10 6,218 +23 5 041.

Total (38 states) '092,682 . 414 957,208 716 825,891

Footnotes:

(1) Regional and U.S. totals Anctude only those states for which ex-

penditure data were available for all 3.yeard shown. Thus, totals

for New-England, Plains, and Southeast Regions, and the U.S. totals

differ from those in Table 4. A total of 38 states are included.

(2) The Alaska-Hawaii' Region includes data only for Hawaii.

Source: Table 4. 3 2



The percentage increase in expenditures in two year period

1972-1974 was exceeed'by the increase betwee 1974 and 1975 in

18 states.

The,general conclusion is that durinq.thi three year

period of risihg costs, inflation and a leVeli b44,-'of LSCA

funds, public ltbraryexpenditures increased in most states.

General.revenue sharin funds became availa q for the firs

time during this perio and, as ter analyses" will indicate,

'e., -

provided some assistance to stat and local governments in meet-

ing rising costs and program expansion needs. ....,

An.earlier report, based on Ceneus data Ppr. 1971-72, indicated

that the distribution of public library costs.Was 7'percent Federal,

12 perdent state and 81 percent local.(1) -In view of the more re-
,

cent pattern of expenditure increases and the reduction of Federal

support under LSCA, it is important to examine the distribution of '

increased costs as between state and local governments.

Distriblition f Library Expen4itures by Source

Nationally, as shown by Table 5, there has been a 'shift in

the source of public-library financing toward the state. A sum-

mary of the percentage.distributions for 1972, 1974 and 1975 is

as follows: ,d<
Source . 1975 1974

% 7

1972 r

%Federal
State
Local

,-

5.0%
12..9
82.1

4.3
12.4
83.3

,

5.8
10.8
83.4

I.
Alternatives for Funding the Public Library', T;overnmeneStudies

(1)

& Systems, page 35, Table 3.
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*LIS Public Library Finance Study
Government StUdies & Systems Table 5

Percent Distribution of Expenditures for Public Libraries by
Governmental Source of Financing, by States and Regions, 1972, 1974 and 1975

,

Percent.Distribution
. 1975

Percent Distribution
1974

Percent Distribution
. .1972 .

.

State
Federal State Local . Federal State Local Federal State Local

United States

Nevi England:.
. Maine
New .11Ampshire
Vermont '. .

.Maasachusetts1 ,
Rhode Island
Connecticut

S.O.

3.5
11.1i
N.A.
N.A.
1.9

10.1
N.A.

12.9

12.7
20,1
N.A.
N.A.
11.1 -

18.6
N.A.

82.1

83.8
68.8
N.A.
N.A.
87.0
71.3
N.A.

4.3 '

3.9
11.3
N.A._

Ne l

... 14.1
3.1

12.4

12.6
19.6
N.A,

1Y2.1
16.3
10%2

83.3

83.5
69.1
N.A.
N.A.

69.6
4 86.7

.5.8

. .

4.8
10.9
N.A.
N.A.
3.7

10.0
4.2

.

10.8

13.4
8.7

N.A.
N.A.
14.E
21.5
10.6

83.4
.

'81.8
80.4

4 N.A.
N.A.
82.1
68.5
85.2

Mideast:
New York
gew Jertey
.Penhsylvania
Delaware
Marylanor

3.2
2.1
2.9
-6:6
N.A.
5.0

18.7
p7.1.
21.7
23.2
N.A.
16.6

-.78.1
80.8
75.4
70.2.
N.A.
78.4

2.5
2.0
2.8.
5.1

f.A.

II
.

17.7
14.9
21.6
24..3

N.A.
'17.9

79.8
8a.1
75.6
70.6
N.A. .

'80.8

U
4.5
7.9

N.A.
3.8

.

20.3
E1.7
N.A.
15.7

.
75.2
70.4
N.A. .

80.5

Great Lakes: .

Michigan 3,4
Ohio
Indiana5
Illinois
Wisconsin

4.2
'4.8

, 4.1 .

.2.6
4.9
3.7

10.4
10..8

3.7
2.9

18.5
12.0

85.4 ..

84.4
92.2
94.5
76.6
84.3

.6
2.8
2.4
2.8
2.4
2.6

10.1 -.'87.3
10.6
3.8,
2.9

18.9
10.8

86.6
93.8
94.3.
78.7
86.6

7:gt.i
4.3
3.8
6.1
3.7

2.1
2.5

17.9
.2.9

8.1:1

93.6
193.7
76.0
93.4

Plains:
Minnesota6
Iowi
Missouri
North Dakota
South Dakota
Nebraska
Kansas

.

7.9,
3.7
8.6
9.4

27.1
14.5
7.1

N.A.

8.8
10.0
.8
7.0
8.3

12.4 .
. 18.1
N.A.

83.3
86.3
87.6
83.6
64.6
73.1
74.8.
N.A.

'8.9
3.9

11.8
7.2

'29.4
13.3
9.1

14.3
.

5.1
3.3

i.3.0
9.1
8.1
8.3
4.0

86.0
92.8

Hi
67.5
78.6
81.8
81.7

8.9
4.4

N.A.
7.5

34.5
. 16.9

11.7
11.9

4.5
2.8

N.A.
7.1
5.4
4.7
4.5
2.1

86.6
92.8
N.A.
85.4
60.1
78.4
83.8

-1-.86.0

Southeast:.
Virginia -

West Virginia
Kentucky
Tennessee
North,Carolina7.8
South Carolina
Georgia .

Florida
Alabama
Missisaippi 1

"rLouisiana I

Arkansas

9.0.

3.9
N.A.
10./1 ,

9.2
10.A
9.7;
7.3'

N.A.
16.7
13.3-
,7.4
18.2.

. 20.3
lf.3
NA!..

36.3
15.3
25.2
24.1#
36.9".

N.A.
8.9 .

(.. 19.2
4.2

15.5,(

70.7 -

84.8
N.A.
53.6
77.5
64.2
66.2
55.8 ,

N.A.
74.4
67.5
88.4
66.3

- 8.7
.4(.4
N.A.

7.9 (

'6.4
7.7

14.1
11%1
N.A.
15.9
15.4
5.5

.15.0

17.4,
10.4
N.A.
27.7
14.5 .

28.1
22.9
27.6
N.A.
3.9

18,8
4.1

19.4

73 :9

85.2
55.3
64.4
79.1
64.2
63.0
61.3
N.A.
80.2
65.8
90.4.
65.6

10.3
6.2

N.A.

15.9

-1g:t

12.9
9.4

'N.A:
13.7
12.5
6.8
20.3

.
.

14.1
10.2
N.A..-

22.1
14.0 .

20:1
11.2
26.0
N.A.
4.1
9.2
2.8

17.8

75.6
83.6
63.0
62.0
76,4
69.6
75.9
64.6
N.A.
82.2
78.3
90.4^
61.9

,

SOuthwest:
Oklahoma
Texas
New Mexico9,
Arizona

12.2
N.A.
2.5

AP-4
N.A

...?

5.3
N.A.
3.9

16.0
N.A.

p,:33\----
.A.

.83.6
73.6
N.A.

4.9
N.A.
3.4

16.4
N.A.

6.5
N.A.
5.0

18.6
N A.

88.6
N.A.
91.6
65.0
N.A.

11,1
N.A.
10.5
16.1
N.A.

4.2
N.A.
3.4

11,2
N.A.

84.7
N.A.
86.1
72.7
N.A.

RoCky Mountain:
b MOntana

Idatio
Wyoming
Colorado
Ubah

.

12.0
17.3
17.8
12.9
11.3
7.7

7.1
5.8

12.5
17.6

.6
14.2

80.9
76.9
69.7
69.5
88.1
78./

9.9
14.2 :

10.1

11.5
7.4

11.3

8.0
6.3
9.7

J 16.7
5%3

9.3

82.1
79.5
80.2
71.8
87.3
79.4

.

%
11.9
21.6
17..6

15.8
7.9

9.8

10.3
6.7

10.2

26.1
8.2,

8.0

71"7.$
72.2

58.1
83.9
82.2

Far West:
Washington
Oregon
Nevada
California

3.0
*4-3
6.2
9.0
2.4

3.9
11.4
. 7.1

21.8
2.1

93.1
84.3
86.7"
69.2
95.5

4.

3\
7 .6

15.4
2.7-

5.0
13.5
8.0

2.?.1

12.7

91.6
81.9
84.4
62.5
94.6

.4.5
6.7
9.4

29.2
3.4

.

3.4
7.0
7.5

20.4
2.2

92.1
86.4
83 41.

50:4
94.4

_.

Alaska
1119ktp

N.A.
.6.7

--

N.A.
93.3

N.A.
0

N.A.
7.4

N.A.
92.6

N:A.
0*

N.A.
6.8

N.A.
93.2

N.A.
0

note -rN see page is.

Source: Derived from table 4, see rootnotes p. 18a 34 -22-



%.
It should be .remembered, according to Ithe'.Census figures shown-in

Table 3;,., that total public, library expenditureS increased by 19

percent between 1972-and 197,4. Therefore the shift in the state

assumed burden from 10.8 to 12.9 percent is significant. ,Earqier

reports have called,for increases in the level Of state support

and thekdata indicate some movement toward this objective., A

majOr Purpose of channeling LSCA funds through the state and the

.reguirement qf state 'comprehensive plan development was designed°

to stimUlate an increase in state interest and fiscal support.

At the same time, it is apparent that the fisdai relief pro-
, *

vided to local government tax sources supporting public libraries

-
is almost imperceptible. This is particularly true in the light

,

of the rising post levels mentioned earlier. On a national basis

thex), the present distribution of public library costs is howhere

near a balanced intergovernmental funding sy-s-em recommended in

earlier reports. NThe'overwhelming pOrtion of.the costs still

falls on local government.,

On a regional basis, between 1972 and 1975 state expenditures

increased in 'six of eight continental Regions (see table 5A).

The state share declined slightly in the New England and Rocky
i ._

Mountain Regions. Somewhat correspondingly, the.local share de-

_ clined in five of the eight contine al Regions and increased in the

Ne/7x
,

New England, Rocky Mountain And r West, Regions. The Federal
,

W.

share declined in six of the eight Regions with only slight in-

creases in th.Southeast and Rocky Mountain Regions:*

3 5



.Table 5A

Federal, State, and Local Expenditures as
A Percent of Total Library Expenditures

for 1972,

Federal
Expenditures

1974, and 1975

State
Expenditufes

Local--
Expenditures

1975 1974 1972 1975 1974 1972 1975 1974 A.972

New England 3.5% 4.3% 5.0% 12.7% 13.8% 14.6% 83.8% 81.9%* 80.4%

Mideast 2 4, 3.2 2.5 4.1 18.7 17.7 16.8 78.1 79.8 79.1

Great Lakes 4.2 2.6 4.7 10.4 10.1 7.5 Q5.4 87.3 87.8

Plains 7.8 7.3 8.4 10.1 5.8 4.8 82.2" 87.0 86.8

Southeast' 9%0 8.7 10.3 20.3 17.4 14.1 76.7. '73.9 75.6

Southwest 12.2 4.9 11.1 5.3 6.5 4.2 82.5 88.6 84.7

Rocky Mts. 12.0 9.(0 11.9 7.1 8.0 10.3 80.9 82.1 77.8

Far West 3.0 3.4 4.5 3.9 5.0 3:4 93.1 .91.6 92:1,

5.0 4.3 5.8 12.9 12.4 10.8 82.1 e3.3 8311.,

Source: Table 5.,

Ngle heavy burden of public library expendAtires on local tax

dources is quite consistent among the states, as shown in.Table 5.
7.

'.,
w

..

In 1972, the lodal share of these costs as 70 percent or more im
. ,

. ..

32.states and in 23 of these states the burden was.80 percent or

mire. The slight movement toWard a better balance mentioned

earlier is disoernible in the state-by-state data. In 1975, the

---.1\

- .- .

n4m,er of states in which the local share-of public librdry costs ,

as 70 percent or more dropped to 29,,and theinumbel. above 80 per- _

-4. .
. -..

, .

cent dropped to 18. Some indication of the gkteAt td'WhiCh st.atesz
.. .-

C

are.filling the gap left by, the leveling-off of Feaeral funds

can be seen bY the nuMber of states increasing,the state ghare

Of costs. Between 1972 and 1975, the dtate share of expenditures.

increased in 29 stated and decrdased in 10 other states. ,Most

,of the decreases were slight. On the other hahd, many of the per-V

.

centage increases were aizeable.

3 6
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Patterns and trends in the level'.of the Federal share of pubz,,,'

lic library expenditures are quite consistent. In 35 of,the 40

states for which. 1975 data Were available, the Federal share was

less than 15 percent, and in 24 of these states the share was less

than 10 percent. The pattein-was &bout the same.in 1972. It is

clear that Federal shar percentages are higher in the more

rural states. The signif ant Change, of course, is the leveling-
.

-

off of Federal funds. In 28 states the Federal,share decreased

ercentagewise between 1972 and 1975.

In Summary, the basic pattern in the distrib(ution of public
,

libtary costs simOng levels,lof government is clear and constant.

-

Local government bears theliom't share of costs and the pattern

is fairly consistent among the states. There is no question about
- .

the decreaie in the Federal share; If the objective is signifi-
%

cant relief ok the burden ct these costs on local .government, it
4

mustjce said that the 1972-1975 comparisons indicate only a slight

Movement.tOward tpat goal. More significant is the shift toward

a higher ,state shatein filling the gap produced by lower Fedeel

funds.
4**7

I ,

*

'
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Library Expenditures Related to Population and-:+Income-

On a national basis, per capita expenses 'for.public

libraries increased from $4.38 in 1972 to $5.83 in 1975, an

increase of 33 percent, (See Table 6). This significant
s

increase'is contrasted with a slight decline in expenditures

'per $1,000 of personal Income from $1.05 to $.97 during the

same period.. The increase in expenditures per capita can be

interpreted as a positive sign Tor improved financing of pub-

lic library services. HOwever,-the decline in expenditures in

relation to income is another indication of a failure of expendi-

ture increases to keep pace with rising costs and inflationary

pressures. It also must be,mdMembered that these increases

are coming largely from local gove)Went and are supported primarily

by a relatively inelastic and over-burdened real estate tax.

Regionally, as shown by Table 6A, the 1975 per capita

expenditures ranged from $3.01 in the Southeast Region to

r
$7.58 in New England, compared to a national per capita

expenditure of $5.83. Per capita expenditures increased

in all Regions between 1972 and 1975. Lowes_t increase was

22 percent (Plaoens.Region) and highest was 50 percent (Rocky

Mountain Region). Regional,expenditures per f$1,000 Of personal

incOme in 1975 ranged from a low of $.57 (South:lest Region)

to a high of $1.27 in the.New 'England Region cdmpared-to a

national figUre of $:97. Between 1972 and 1975, expdRaitures

related to personal income decreased in all regions-except

one (Southeast)4again following the national'trend. The size

of the decreases inyerce tage terms ranged from -1.8 percent

(Rocky Mountains Region) -15.1 percent in the Plains
8
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Table 6

State and Local Library Expenditures Per 'capita
and Per Thousand Dollars of Personal InCome

1972, 1974 and 1975, by State*

State

United States

Mew England:
Maine
New Emmmatire
Vermont

1975

Per $1,000
Per Capita Personal Income

$5.83 ,S .97

7.58 1.27
5.19 1.09

N.A.
N.A. N.A.

Per Capi.ta

$5.15

7.04
4.64

N.A.
N.A.

Massachusetts , c 8.19 1.33 7.09
Rhode Island 6.44 1.09 5,75
Connecticut N.A. N.A. 814

i

Mideast: i.39 1.16 6.62

New York 9.73 1.47 8.83
New Jersey 7.31 1.10 6.51
Pennsylvania 3.63 .69 3.33

Delaware N.A. N.A. N.A.
Maryland2 8.04 1.25 6.56

Greab Lakes: 6.18 1.01 g.65
Michigan 5.81 .93 5.33
Ohio 6.25 1.06 5.99 ,

Indiana 5.50 .98 5.13
Illinois 6.51 .96 5.72
Wisconsin 6.75 1.19 5.92

,,. C..

Plains: 4.47 .79 3.91

Minnesota 5.61 .97 4.83
Iowa 4.55 .77 3.87

Missouri 3.74 .69 3.49
North Dakota 3.66 .63 3.11

South Dakota 3.81 .77 4.47
Nebraska 4.35 .70 3.45

Kansas N.A. N.A. 3.61

Southeast: 3.63 .76 3.23

Virginia 5.32 .94 5.04

West Virginia N.A. N.A. 2.70

Kentucky 4.52 .97 2.88

'Tennessee 3.03 .64 3.15

North Carolina 3.45 .72 2.99
South Carolina 2.31 .51 2.11

' Georgia 3.93 .79 3.68

Florida N.A. N.A. N.A.

.Alabama 2.58 .57 2.23

Mississippi 3.47 .86 3.22

Louisiana 3.87 .82 3.69

Arkansas 2.61 .60 2.01

Southwest: 3.0C .57 2.43

Oklahamv N.A. N.A. N.A.
TIMMS 2.93 .54 2.35
New Mexico 3.87 .86 3.22
Arizona N.A. N.A. N.A.

Rocky-Mountain: 5.91 1.08 4.83
- Montana 4.22 .78 .3.82

Idaho 4.57 .92 3.70

Wyoming 8.73 1.47 7,29
Polorado 6.26 1.07 4.55
Utah 6.28 1110 6.06

Far West: 7.49 ..../1.16 6.22
Washington ,8.00 1.28 7.63
Oregon 4.56 .81 3.86
Nevada 4.46 .68 4.46
,California 7.81 1.19 .. 6.28

Alaska N.A. N.A. 'N.A.

Hawaii 6.45 1.02 7.28

*See FOotnote, Table eA.
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1974

Per $1,000
Personal Income

$ .94
"

1.21
1.01

N.A.
N.A.
1.23

1.08
.1.p6

Per Capita

$4.38

5.90c

3.43

N.A.
N.A.
6.25
5.28
6.24

1972

Per $1,000
Personal Incase

$1.05

1.31
1.03

N.A.
N.A.
1.38

.1.29
1.27 .

141- -5.81 1.25

1.43 ' 7:63 1:53
1.04 5.39 1.13
.61 3.10 .75

N.A. N.A. N.A.
1.10 6.34 1.42

.99 4.66 1.08
.91 4.18 .95

1.09 5.16 1.24

.99 4.91 1.23

.91 4.40 .93 '

1.13 4.83 1.25

.74 3.68 .13

'.89 4.62 1.16
.73 N.A. N.1.
.69 3.30 . .84

.56 2.82 .80

.95 4.03 1.18
.65 2.95 .74

.66 3.49 .83

.71 2.57 .63

.94 3.48 .90

.61 2.03 .62

.66 2.54, .77

.69 2.22 .68

.65 2.34 .69

.49 2.42 .78

.77 2.87 .81
N.A. N.A.

....
N.A.

.53 1.76 , .57

.85 2.27 .82

.84 3.48 1.08

' .48 1.89 .62

.50

N.A.
.47

.78
N.A. -

2.06

N.A.
'2.00
2.67
N.A.

w .57

.55

.82
N.A.

.95 3.93 1.10
.77 3.64 1.02
.75 3.08 .91

1.36 7.43 1.93
.83 4.10

1.36 3.95 f:Pi

1.00 5.94 1.27
1.34 6.59 1.59
.73 3.52 .91

.74 3.87 .83

1.04 6.14 1.34

R.A.

.1.23



\Region. In View of thiS national trend, the ,21 percent

increase in the Southeact Region is perhaps partially

explained by the fact that expenitures for thS Region were

quite-low in both 1972 and 1975 compared to other Regions.

Thus, any change is likely to have a rel tively:great impact

percentage-wiSe.

Table 6A

State and Local Library Expenditures Per Capita

"Region

And Per Thousand Dollars,of Personal Income; 1975
and Percent Change 1972-1975, By Region(1)

Expenditures Per Capita Expenditures Per $1000 Personal Income

1975 % Chan7e 1T12-75 1975
% Change 1972-75

New England

Mid East

Great Lakes

Plains

Southeast

Southwest

Rocky Mt.

Far West

U.S. Totals

$7.58

7.39

6.18

4.47

3.63

3.01

5.91

7.49

$5.(33

28.5%

+ 27.2

1-' 32.6

+ 21.5

-+ 41.2

1- 46.1

+ 50.4

+ 26.1

33.1

$1.27,

1.16

1.01

.79

.76

.57

1.08

1.16

$ .97

-

. -3.1%

- 7.2

- 6.5

-15.1

+20:6

0

- 1.8

- 8.7

- 7.6%

Footnote:

(1) Tables 6 and 6A: -,Population.estimates used in per capita calculation
are as of July1,..1972 and 1974. The estimateS for 1975 are as of .

July 1 and are provisional. sPersonal income figures are based on the
1971 calendar year, the revisr1 figures for 1974,'"Rnd the Preliminary
figures for 1975. The calctlationg are based cn the above data applied
to: expenditures listed in Table 4. :Sources of population and income
data for the years indicated are as follows:

Population - Curxent Population Reports, Bureau of the Census

Income Survey of Current Business, U.S. Dept. of CoMmerce

40
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On a state by state basis, the pattern.of change in

per capita and per $1 000 of personal income is fairly con-

sistent. A total of 29 of 40.states had increases in per

.c.apita expenditures ranging between 21 and 60 percent.

Individual per capita figures ranged from $2.31 (South
-

Carolina) to $9.73 (New York). Four states had per capita

itures.between $2.00 and $2.99; 17 between $3.00 and

'$5.00 and 19 between $5.00 and $10.00.

Expenditures per $1,000 of personal income among states'

in 1975 ranged from $.51 (South Carolina) to $1.47 (New York).

In twenty-six of 40 stat s expenditures related to income

ranged between $.51 and $ 98, and In 14 stats 1:]:ie value was

above this leVel.' Compa isOn of ex)nu:Iitures per $1 000 in7

between 1972 and 1975 indicates that 29 states showed

decreases, and that eight of these states decreased 20 percent

or more. Eleven states showed an increase,in expenditures per

$1,000, or remained at the same level.

4 1
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State Aid to Public Libraries Compared to Total State

The need for states to assUme a larger sharetof the burden
,

of public library service costs was indicated earlier in this re-

port,.and it nas been a pointed recommendation of many earlier

studies. As prviously noted, the reasons for.this requirement

designed to improve public library financing are dlosely similar

to those in the public eauCation financing area. It is a state

responsibility to insure both an,adequate level and equitable

. distribution of services using methods which take into account

varying needs and fiscal capacities of loCal government.

Census of.Governments data for the nation provide the basis

for a comparison of state aid to librariei with total state aid

over the past ten years. The dla indicate that, while local li-.

brary aid is itreasing, such payments are not keeping pace with

increases in total state aid payments to local government

(see Table 7). In 1967, state aid to libraries in 35 states

represented .33 percent of total state to local government pay-

ments, In r74, state payments for library services in 42 states

represented only .22 percent of total state to local government

payments. Between 1967 and 1974, stateopayments for pu8lic li-

brary services increased less than 60 percent while total state

4ppayments to local governments increased 142 percent.

The average annual rate of increase for state payMents to

local public libraries between 1967,1972 was 7.8.percent. Be-

tween 1972 and 1974, this average annual increase had slowed

down 4.7 percent. In contrast, total state payments increased

annually, on the arrage, by 14.1 percent between 1967 and 1972,

and by 11.8 percent between 1972 and 1974.

-30-
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Table 7

Comparison of Total State Aid for All Purposes With

State Aid for Public Libraries in 1967, 1972 and 1974

State Payments to Local Governments*
(millions

1974
Percent
change 1972

Percent
change 1967

Total All Payments $45,941.1 +25% $36,759.2 93% 19,001.3

payments for Public ,

Libraries 100.8 +10% 91.9 45% 63.0

Percent Library Aid
of total. .22% .25% .33%

i*includes Federal ai& ch neled to localities through the ttate

Source: State Government Finances, 1967, 1972 and 1974, U.S.

Bureau of the Census

All of thiS seems,to make clear that state payments for'

local public library services are not keeping pace with the A

total of all other state to local aid payments. This t;end is

especially significant in.view of the extremely high portion of

public library expenditures paid from local tax revenues. It

is apparent that state aid payments do not represent an adequate -

share of a balanced intergovernmental funding system in support

of local public library service costs, and the situation is worsening.

The extent to which the leveling-off and instability 'of Federal

aid under LSCA are factors affecting adversely state public library

aid programs is n6t clear. The extent to which GRS payments may

have had an impact on state-local library funding will be examined

later.

4 3
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III

The Federal Role and Fpnding Mechanism
in Support of the Public Library

IntrOduction

Although private philanthropy has played an important rore

in the historical growth and development of public libraries,

the Major thrust for library development has been provided by

local, state, and Federal governments. The'first state law

providing for the establishment of public libraries was.passel0

in New Hampshire in 1848. This act did not provide state aid

for libraries. However, it did allow local authorities to levy

taxes for library support, provided for free access for all,

and allowed the city or town to receive bequests or gifts on

behalf of the library. Massachusetts soon followed New Hampshire's

lead ind added a limit on the extent of municipal support for

libraries. Shis laW also.allowed for the possibility of state

aid for libraries from the education fund. Other states soon

passed similar laws. By the end of the nineteenth century, all

states had passed legislation providing for the establishment

of public libraries and the levying of local taxes for the#

support. Furthermore, by 1875 all states had established a

state library, for use by governmental officials, the judiciary,

and generally the citizens-residing near the state capitol.

In,arrAfietorical perspective, the' Fedeial.rpIe came late

and in a limited form. Passage of the Library Services Act in-

1956, later revised and renamed The Library Se ces and Construc-

tion Act is the only expression of a Federal funding role

44 -32--



focussed directly on the public library. The 'State and Local

Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 provided funding support under

the general revenue sharing (GRS) program for a variety of

tlte and local services. -Public libraries were identified as

a "priority" expenditure Yor the use of GRS funds at tile local

level. The only other effort to enunciate a Federal funding

role was in the preparation of a Senate bill (S.3944) called

the Library Partnership Act. The bill was introduced in 1974

and described a quite different and quite reduced, Federal

funding role.

This section of the report provides a summary analysis

and evaluation of both LSCA and the proposed Library Partnership

Act. A detailed evaluation p&the impact of the GRS Act is

presented in a later section.

The Federal Role Under LSA and'LSCA1

In 1956, Congress passed the Library Services Act, the first

thajor'piece of FedAal legislation for the support of public

libraries. The Act required each state to prepare a plan, the

approval of which was a prerequisite,to the use of Federal fundp.

A primary goal of the Act was the extension cif library sefvice

to the rural population. Aid was mwecluded.from towns with a

population of more than 10,000.

. Amendments in 1964, under the title "The Library Services

and Construction Act", broadened the scope to include grants for

construction of library faCilities. Equally important, the ,new

act recognized the need to support libraries in urban as well as

1. This section is excerpted from the earlier GSS paper.
"Basic Issues in the Governmental Financing of Public
Libraries", Government Studies &_Systems, 1973.

4 5
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rural areas. Plan requirements placed on the states were revised

accordingly. Federal funds were allocated according to a formula

whith recognized only two basic factors: :population aud income.

Each state was entitled to a share Of the total federal grant

equal to the ratio of the state's population to the total popu-

lation of the counitry. However, in order tq receive its full

share, each state had to provide matching state and local fundS

based on the ratio of the state's per capita income to the national

average per capita income. Thus, wealthier states were required .

to provide more matching funds than poorer states. A stipulation

was added that in nO case would Federal funds for library service

and construction exceed sixty-six percent; noi be less than

thirty-three percent, of the total costs. Determination of the

,use of Federal funds was left in the hands of the state library

agency. It should .be noted that the revised act represents a

kind of block grant. Its objective clearly was a distribution

of Federal aid in general support of library services. Except

for the state plan requirement, none of the fiscal support pro-

visions relatep directly jo library needs, or library services.

Thus, the current level of library services, differential service

needs, and requirements to provide specified libraryservices are

not included as a part of Federal subsidy machinery.

In 1966, LSCA was amended to identify three new areas for

improvement in library service. With 1hese amendments, LSCA

provided Federal support in the following major categories:

(1) Library Services (Title I): support to be used

for books and other, library materials, salaries,

4 6



I/
'equipment and other operating expense

(2) Library Construction (Title'II): suppor to be

used or new or "roved facilities And ot er

capital expenditures.

(3) Interlibrary Cooperation (Title III): support td

be used for the establishment and kmaintenance of
-

local, regional, state or interstate cooperative

networks of libraries, including public-nonpublic

library networks. No matching of Federal funds
4

required.

(4) Grants for library-services in state institutions.and

library services for the physically handicapped (Title IV):

authorized grants for the provision of library service

to inmates of priSons,'state schools and hospitals, and

provide services for the physically handicapped.unable

to use conventional printed materials. This Title was

never funded and, in the 1970 amendments, Title IV was

indorporated into Title

The 1970 amendments also extended LSCA unti1,1976 and expanded

Title I to-provide special library services for disadvantaged persons,

to provide assistance to state library administrative aqtncies, and

to strengthen metropolitan libraries.(1).

As indicated earlier, this Federal legislation has had a

(1)"LSA and LSCA: Legislative History,' James W. Fry in Library'
Trends, July, 1975

4 7
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positive,influence on the statewide development of public

libraries. Although the amount of Federal aid has been small

in relation to total library expenditures the program has

encouraged the states to accept and implement increased respon-
*

sibility for support of public libraries.

Thus, Federal funds, accampanied by .a matching requirement

and plan preparation, stimulated the states' re'sponse to pubtic

library needs and strengthened the administrative and planning

toles on the,stafe library agency. Local Woraries could look
-

to the state as well as local government for relief of d'ome of

their pressing fiscal prob1gMs. The trend toward increased
.

state-support of lifbrary services has been described as "one of
, -

the potentially most important develppments during the past.ten
/

to fifteen rears in public library systems."1 The fear that

incteased state fiscal support would result in an excessive of

morii2lithic pattern of stte control over tde develapment of

pubi c library systems has t been realized.

,

Mbre recenti ther* been further recognition that

the massive conce of disadvantaged and, deprived popula-

flans in the ur complexes,.together with the accompanying

problems of declining tax capacity, increased municipal expendi-

tures, and.uN2an decay have exacerbated the plight of the urban-

library. As a result, a new proposed amendment to.LSCA establishes

A

Ralph Blasingame and Ernest, R. DeProspo, Jr., "Effectiveness

n Cooperation and Consolidation in Public Libraries," in,
lvin J. Voight, Advances in Librarianship, I, New York,

A demic Press, 1970, p. 194.

4 8
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a Title V addressed to special needs of urban libraries. The
1

purpose in the proposed amendment is stated as

follows:1

'In recognition of the serious-financial distress of
large urban public Libraries, the Congress hereby
declares it to be the policy of the United States to
provide financial assistance to such libraries for .
the.purchase Of books.and other library materials:
Lar4e.:urban public libraries are a critical part of
the nation's information and cultural resources, and
as suCh are deemed to be vital'for the educational,
cultural and economic development of this country.
'Balaniced intergovernmental funding is, therefore,
essehtial at the local, state and federal levels in

.order tO aChieve the content and quality of public
libr ry services for the citizens of the United States.

The amen pent would provide additional funds to publiC libraries

in citieS of over 100,000 population'. Interestingly, the amend-

ment stipulates that these funds Would pass through the state

library agency and would be distributed on a per dapita basis.

Whether or not this proposed amerament will be adopted remains

. a question, but it is a recognition of the special problems

faced-by large urban public libraries.

Criteria for Evaluating.LSA-LSCA as a Funding Mechanism

Although the LSA-LSCA program is 34) years old and has

1\
expended over $700 million since 1957, t ere has not been any

continuing comprehensive evaluation of the,program by HEW. As

a result,- there are'conflicting views about its successes and

Q v44

failures and confusion about its impact on public library iervices

nationwide.

1 Working Draft of Proposed LSCA Title V (dated 7/18/76)
provided by ALA.
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Any effort to assess the program should take note of its
.....'/

major cla' s and,cticisms.. This section is 8ased on an

examini of a selection of principal critiques and statistics .

about the program viewed in terms of the following criteria:

. Federal support of library services underpins state

and local library programs and is a stimulator, i.e.

it provides "seed money" to assist states in developing

and sustaining adequate library services. The Federal

support should be related to state and local needs and

should bR assured from year to year.

2. Federal support should.not be used as a replacement for

state support,.but rathiT as a stimulus for additional

state at5propriations for library service development and

imprOement. Thus, a primary emphasis in Federal-state

funding systems should be the development of library

services forAthe unserved and the inadequately served

and the.elimination of service and service cost disparities.

3. F ral support should stimulate and guide the determina

tion of measurable objectives and performance'standards I,

ba d on output measures. This s ould permit continbing .

eva

of purpose.
r

to demonstrate program impact and-achievement

4. Federal support should engender strong, cooidinative

/ ages within and among public library systems, and to.the

eXtent Possible,' bet(veen'publiclibtary systems and ail

other types of library services. The goal liere is to

improve both access and quali, of library-services to all

citizens at equitable costs'distributed strategical

among the various levels of government.'

50./
-38-



c

oir

'Strengths and Weaknesses of-LSCA

- The Federal Government's investment in public liUraries,
0

beginning in 1956, was viewed as a major impetus to State support

airid planning for library services nationwide. As the figures

in Table 8 show, Federal support has #1 fact increased signifi-

cantly over tn,e succeWing twenty-year period.

lP

Beginning in 1957 with an apPr priation of $2,050,000, the

Congress gradually increased LSA a id to $7,500,000 in 1961 and'

maintained that level of assistance through 1964. With e'nactment
- .

qf LSCAsfhe appropiiation was increased $55 million in 19_85
, )

' and 1966, and to 06 million in 1967. From.1967 on, the
.1 , .

...

annual appropriation_was increased or decreased by substantial
: .

, -. .

amounts. !Funding for the construction program under LSCA

Title II 'Was eIiminatad in 1'§73 and hever,reinstituted.

In the ten.yeai period, 1.966.-76, the appropri4tions were

maintained at the same level for Only 1969 and,1970, and.

pgainfor 1975 and 1976. Congressional override, on September

-30, 197,6, of President Ford's veto of the Departments of *Labor
,

and HEW appropriations bill (Hg14232) provided a substantial in-

crease'in LSCA funding for TY1977 at $60,237.000.

,.

Although Federal aid to libraries represents only about
4.

five percent of the nation's'library expenditures,:Federal

support,is .i, ewed as having a substantipal impact on the develoP-
.

4/)

.,
ment,and improvement of publió library services. In his paper

. r
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TABLE 8

'Appropriations for LSA and LSCA .

(All Titles) 1957 - 1976

...

Fiscal
Year

Appropriation Cumulative
Appropriationp

1957 $ 2,050,000 $ 2,050,000
1958 5,000,000 7,050,000
1959 6,000,000 . 13,050,000
1960 7,431,000 20,481,000
1961 7,500,000 27,981,000
1962 7,500,000 0 35,481,000
1963 7,500,000 42,981,000
1964 7,500,000 50,481,000
1965 55,000,000 105,481,000
1966 0 55,000,000 160,481,000
1967 76,000,000 236,481,000
1968 68,000,000 295,190,000
1969 49,894,000 345,084,000

1970 49,894,000
0 388,350/250

1971 47,801,500 436,151;750
.1972 58,709,000 494,860,750
1973 84,500,000 579,360,750
1974 49,209,000 626,109,750
1975 51,749,000 671,858,750
1976 51,749,000 729,607,750
1977 60,237,000 789,844,750

Sources: Data for 1957 through 1975 are from Robert W. Frase,

The Future of Federal Categorical Library Programs, March 5,

1975, Table B. Data for 1976 and 1977 is from the Washington

Office of American Library Association. (ALA October 5/ 1976

Newsletter.)
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on the future of Federal categorical li rary programs, Robert

Frase says, "Public library services have ihqiéstionably been

greatly extended and improved, using the funds propriated

under Title I. Since public libraries have traditi ally been

created and financed primarily by local governments, th quality
0

and even the very existence of pliblic library services haS varied

greatli,, not only between states but within,states 0 well. The

L-Library Services and Construction Act was designed to deal directly

with this problem by requiring state Plans for coordinated
,

programs desighed'to meet the needs of all tilb citizens of each

state. The state library agencies have been greatly expanded as

a result of the Act, and called into existence where they did not

exist before. Systems of libraries have been created to provide

better service through cooperatilte action. Interlibrary loan

networks have been established on a state basis. State statutes

have come into existence, establishing goals and standards for .

public library services and authorizing state appropriations." 1

The uncertainsty of Federal support from year to year ana

the absence of adequate technical assistance and guidance by

Federal agencies have weakened the potential impact of Federal aid.

1 Robert W. Frase, The Future of Federal Categorical Library
Programs, March 5, 1975
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These.problems are highlighted by Joseph F. Shubert: "As

one examines'the accomplishments and strengths as well as the

weaknesses and problems of the LSA/LSCA years, one notices first

the disparity between the promise and the reality of the prog-

ram, i.e., the gap.between legislative authorization and approp-

riation. For more than half of 'the LSCA program's history,

and deseite work on long-range planning, this gip, fiscal

uncertainty, and delayed appropri-ations have necessitated ad hoc

decisions for both state agenclies and local libraries. Difficult

decisions had to be made to keep programs afloat and staff to-

gether in "iean periods.u'l As Table 8 shows, the amount. of money

-\
appropriated by the Congress varied almost year to year, a(ter.

1964, and was less in the years 1968, 1969, 1971 and 1974 than

in each of the preceeding years.

Shubert also is critical of LSCA administration with

respect to information gathering and'dissemination: "Another

probret that has surrounded LSCA since its inception ts that of

insufficient collectitin of data and dissemination of information

about the program. Assessment of program effeeness has been

somewhat fragmentary and much of what has been produced is buried

in U.S.O.E. files. The problem of data gatheiing and dissemina-

tion require the-attention of everyone involved in the program

at all levels.?
2

-

1 Joseph F. Shubert,"The'Impact of the Federal Library Services
and Construction Act", in Library Trends, Volume 24, No. 1,
July, 1975, p. 39.

Ibid, pp 39-40.
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A third problem identified by several observers is the

lack of technical assistance and guidance at the Federal,level.

This is 'not due to lack of,interest of Federal staff, but

rather the limitation on numbers of staff. Iyas also been,

pointed out that effective utilization of the LSCA plan require-

ment to stimulate state program development has been lacking.-
-,,.,,,

.

The Federal library unit must have sufficient status to insist
e

on effective state comprehensive library planning as a condition

to Federal fund distribution.

Even though the,cumulative total of Federal expenditures

between 1957 and 1976 was about $730 million, some observeiS

view the impact on state public library subsidy systems as less k

than adequate.
*

1. At present,-there.are still-states which provide

no direct assistance for local library service.

Many other assiitance programs ire-discretionary and lack

the stability and commitment'of a legal mandate.

2. The level of state eupportis significant in a'

few states but is nominal in many states. This

indicateS that, however well states have responded

to the LSCA stimulus, they have not yet taken

seriouslY the charge of insuring the development

of an adequate pattern of public.library services

in all jurisdictions.
1

1

Basic Issues in. the Governmental Financing of Public Libraries,
vernment Studies & Systems, may 1973, p. 22.

5 5
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3. While the size of the LSCA grant is relatively small,

the share which is spent for local public libraries

is the prerogative of the recipient state, and it

varies greatly among.the states. A recent report of

the General Accounting Office pointed out that "state

financial reports for fiscal year'1972 revealed that

all statesretainecyarge percentages of. Title I

funds at the state level for administration, and support

services or_for,statewide projects." The Report noted
,

that 38 percent of the.total LSCA Title.I allotments

7was'retained'at the state level. 1

4. While the gap between legislative authorizations and

appropriationS, mentioned earlier,-is not atypical in

Federal funding programs, it has been an important

'factor limiting LSCA effectiveness.

to individual states

make qfficult their

under LSCA were

use to stimulate

a broad - guaged state public library

Amounts allocated

so small as to

development oi

aid system, o to

be used as part of such a system.' Moreover, while

LSCA made use of a state plan device, the smallness

of the grants coupled with less than adequate organiza-

tion and staffing of a Federai library unit resulted in

little opportunity to assist the state planning process,

or to monitor the use of Federal funds.

1
Comptroller General of the United States, Report to the
Congress - Federal Library Support Programs: Progress and ,

Problems, December 30, 1974, pp. 21-22.

5 6
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Analysis of the Library Partnership Act ( . 3944)

The Library Partnership Act, (S. 3944), was introduced .

,

'in the Senate of the United States by Jacob Javits (R.--

On August 22, 1974. Although the bill was introduced by

Senator Javits at the Administration's request it did

not receive his_en orsement, nor did the measure excite much

.interest.on the part of other-members of the Congress. Yet,

with the single exception-of the establishment of the National

m)
Co ion on Libraries and Information Science, the Library

. ,

Parrne ship Act now historically represents the sole Adriiinistra'-

tion initiative..directly affecting libraries which has taken

1(

place since 1965, the year the Johnson Administration's

major educational-enactments, e.g., the Elementary and

Secondary Education.Act (ESEA) and the Higher Education Act (HEA).

'The proposed legislation embodied some of the

phildsophles of the Nixon Administration, especially

those aspects which called for grant consolidation, reduction

of dependency on the Federal government, and simplification of

the governmental machinery.

745-
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Understandably skeptical of a proposed measure yielding

only $15 or $20 million* as contrasted to over $218 million

annually appropriate4 in grant support for the nation's

major types of libraries, the library profession at laige showed

no interest in the-Library Partnership Act, and its fate would

appear to be that of many other b411s which reach the Congress

only to die aborning.

The bill's development and intrOduction, is evidence,

however11 that the Administration was seeking a different

direction for library funding. Specifically, the new direction.'

is one t4lat diverts Federal funds away from stitutionál support

for school, publicand academic libraries and funnels these funds

-into broader based categories consonant with Federal goals to
-

reach the economically disadvantaged and those,with other dis-

advantages, such as the physically handicapped. AnalysiS of

the bill in greater detail is thus relevant to any research

evaluating the effectiveness of Federal funding of public

libraries. It represented.a significant departure from the

existing Library legislation provided through the Library Services

and Construction Act (LS,Pli.; ESEA, Title IV - B; and HEA,

Tjtle If.

,*The sum of $15 M was recommended in the Nixon Administration
budget for,FY 1975, and $20 M was recommended in the Ford
Administration budget for FY 1976. NO amount was recommended
in the FY 1977 budget for, the new legislation.
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The Provisions of the Bill

The proposed Partnership Act prov
_

elements of a-Federal 'funding program.
_

e following

1. Discretionary grants to be awarded by the Secretasry

of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

(HEW) for the demonstration of innovative library

,services to the handicapped, institutionaliad, and

the economicallly disadva ed; for th demonstra-

tion of means to integrate formational and educa-

.
4onal services and for planninTactivities authorized

under the Act. .

' 2. Eligible recipients of such grants could include

$tate and local library agencies; public and non-profit

-^1

f

organizations, and institutions.

3. The legislation was proposed to extend from FY 1975

through FY 1977.

. No specific authorization level was spedifief in the

bill, although the FY 1975 budget proposed $15-M 'and

the FY 1976 budget (recommended $20 M. e

The State library administrative agency was not desig-

nated the official recipient of the funds, but it was

granted authority for review and comment.
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6. Funding for any given project was to be prorated with

Federal financial assistance covering up to 100 per-- .

cent in the first fiscal year, not to exceed 70.per-

cent in the second fiscal year, and not to exceed

40 percent in the third fiscal year.

7. The Secretary of HEW was to be held responsible for

establishing criteria for the approval of grants,

namely:

a. the degree.t which the ptoposal met the

objectives specified in the enactment;

. -

b. the degree to which the,project coup be

replicated) and

c. the determinationof available funding to

cover the proposed activity when the Federal

support was terminated.

Analysis of the Bill'syrovisions

-The first point to.be mad o. is'that the legislation is an

.omnibus bill: that is, its provisions could Conceivably cover

any type of library now eligible under the present legislation.

SeCtion 5 (a) (1) of S. 3g44, ih calling for the demonstration of

services to disadvantaged clients, would primarily relate to

public libraries, although not exclusively. Section 5 (a) (2)

would'pertain to any or all types of libraries engaged in

6 0



cooperative services. Section.5 (a) (3), in designati g the

integration of informational apd educational services could

affect public, public school, and academic libraries --

specifically those which attempt interinstitutional relation-

ships with agencies of formal education, such as public schools

or institutions of higher learning.
-rt

These three main aims ofthe proposed legislation then

would either target Federal-funds for highly selected clienteles

(the economically disadvantaged, it should be noted, have been

a source of presidential concern throughout the Kennedy, Johnson.,

and Nixon Administrations) or , by contrast, make provision for

certain activities involving interlibrary arrangements or

interinstitutional combinations leading to a closer alliance

.between.the informational services of libraries and the provi-

sion of public education. The change from previot,is Federal

funding policy is clear: Rather than serving as small financial

.dollops within the larger suppOrt framework provided by local,

,or Atate funding, the Federal funds would,Aerve a. more identifiable.

funCtion -- one calling at

t

ention to evaluation o'f highly visible

eprojects serving hard-to,-r ach clienteles Or those, affecting

institutions of different authorities and types in their joint

.
concern to effectuate resource sharing for a larger constituency.

-,

The seco-.1 important P oint to be considered is the demonstra-

tion aspect of the bill. In this context it should be remembered
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that the Nixon Admin stration intnoduced legislation to create

the National Inititut of Education (NIE) primarily because

the President evinced concern that mounting large-scale Federal
4

educational programs without research into their effect was

largely a waste of taxpayers' money. In his educational

message to Congress on March 3, 1970, the President made the

coMment that increased Federal, a4 a to education would only come

about when "we gain a new confidence that our education dollars

are being wisely invested to bring back their highest return
-

in social benefits....As we get more education for the dollar,

we will ask the Congress to supply ma y more dollars for

education."

The research and demonstration emp asis of S. 3944 is

consistent with Administration thinking that Johnson's Great

Society programs of compensatory education for low-income

children should not be furthered without additional investiga-

tion of their effect. Such research and demonstration would

allow for randot innovation or large-scale,social exgerimenta-

tion, but would disallow the funding pattern of the present

legislation providing for institutional support of school,

public, and academic libraries.

To those familiar with previous research projects funded

under HEA II B, the demonstration aspect of the proposed legis-

lation might well seem compatible. One or two examples will

suffice: the Philadelphia Action Library, which was supported

6 2
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in art by II B funds, would be eligible under all three of the

provisions of Sec. 5.- The Philadelphia project was essentially

F

designed to aid children of low!income families, was conceived

as a center with special relationships to the site's existing

commUnity and school libraries; and was carried out in.coopera7

tion with OA Philadelphia public library system and the City's

public and diocesan schools. By.cOntrast, a second project,

also receiving extensiVe..support from HEA II B4 was the BALLOTS

project of-Stanford University, a bibliographical on-line com-

puterized ope;:ation now making it possible for-libraries; other

than Stanford itself, to obtain various services within a net-
.

working mode for,their owd institutions. 'Th% latter project,

although not serving a primarily disadvanCaged clientele, would

be completely eligible under theprovisions of Sec. 5 (a) (2).

Both these projects could be seen as innovative and

requiring special assistance beyond. the rekur6es of local or

institutional authoritiei: Both were and remain "risk capital"

projects and,- in the view of Administiation observers, eligible

for funding from the nation's largest Collector of taxes, the
d

Federal govegrnment. Viewed in this light, the proposed Library

Partnership Act would seem to indicate that the Administration
,

was a-greeipg to a cept Federal responsibility for certain
( -

experimental endeavors which could not be funded otherwise.

It might also be said that the proposed legislation was not

being offered as a substitiate for the existiqvategorical-aid

0 6 3
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programs, but rather as an alternative tp them. Having already

adjudged that library support was a matter of state and local

responsibility, the Administration put forth an alternative

legislative proposal to assume a much larger research and

development role. Funding levels for the present research and

demonstration program (HEA II B) have remained somewhere below

$3 MilliOn annually; the Nixon budget recommended $15 million

for these purposes and the Ford budget suggested another in-

,creast to $20. million, a figure representing almost ten times the

current outlay for such experimental activities.

'The neqmaking aspects of the proposed legislation also

point to allied developments within libraries'operated,entirely

with Federal funds, such as the Lprary of Congress. The

'Library's own development work with MARC (Machine Readable

Catalog) tapes, now widely used by a number ot,.- regional consortia

(OCLC, SOLINET, etc.) for variou library functions including

cataloging and book purchase., h s made possib* new directions

For the nation's libraties and has greatly augmented the role

of' the Library of Congress as the "national" library. It is

not impossible to conceive that the Federal government might

wish to change.the emphasis of all present library legislation

Aby creating a newstatute which could work in tandem with provi-
.

sions for developmental activity in Federally supported libraries,

such as Library o

1

Congress, The National Library of Medicine
,

and the National gricl-tural Library. This new legislation
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coUld channel Federal funds into furthering the resource sha 'ng

aMong libraries which automated devices such as MARC tapes

already facilitate.

The third point to be made about S. 3944 relates to its

format as a discretionary program rather than a state-plari.

program. At present, both ESEA IV-B and LSCA.are operated as

.state-plan programs. HEA II is the exCeptior4 since academic

institutions (the primaryrecipients of the title) do not

normally come under state departments of education; consquently-

the funds are administered as direct institutional grants.

Although it.is true that the ,state library agencies are per-

mitted review and comment on specific'kojects,and that governors

of stateS affected by interstate library Activities are also

.. guaranteed similar reviews, the proposeoNegislation cedes
_ 4

C:
authdiity to HEW fo he _determination of the criteria under

which Soture 'grant uld be made. One of'the factors on which

the criteria must be based'is.the assurance that the prOject

will be continued at such a time as the Federal funds are

phased out. Again, the inclusion of this factor underscopes

the view that.categorical'aid on a permanent basis for librarmr

suppOrt was not an acceptable use of Federal funds.

In effect, then, the Library Partriership Act should be

regarded as a distinct alternative to present Federal funding

patterns providing institutional support to all majL types of

libraries. The bill stressed two aspects of Administration
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philosophy: the need to address the educational needs of

deprived Americans and the requirement to employ funds to aid

in .the development of intetlibrarY.and interinstitutional

cooperatives, thereby effectuating wider usage of certain

resources hnd enlarging-the clientele base of existing libraries.

The Nixon Administration would have viewed such a development

as consonant with the PreSident's intent to effect a reform in

American education.

In reference to the development of cooperatives, the
b .

legislation anticipates that some of these will cross state

fines, thereby increasing the responsibility of the Federal

government for their governance. The.bill also anticipates an

enlargement o the cross-fertilization of ideas and activities

between formal agencies of education and informal one'such as

libraries, and cites th intagration of educational and infor-

motional delivery system . Thus', library legislation is placed .

'within the.broader framework of American-edUcation.

As,,,a package, the proposed Act can be construed as

,an Administration .atempt to eliminate the burden of the Federal

government in furnishing an on-going subsidy to local library

expenditures. It substitutes, instead, a discretionary program

permitting innovative projects designed to reach hitherto un-

4
served populationgroups,,or to create,greater economies in ser-

vice through the use of new technologies and the coalescing

6 6
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of combined institutions, even thobe in_different states. The

bill specifically precludes A pema nt Federal role in support

of these prOjepts, thus bearing out Administration philosophy

that library' support was a matter of state and local. initiative.

What in effect the Federal government seemetto be saying in

taking this initiative is that the determination of a necific

Federal role has yet to be fullY analysed., The Library Partner-

ship Act does suggest some alternatives to the present legisla-

tions and in this area,lai lease,,,wit warrants the profes4on's

Serious thought and reflection.

solo'

6 7
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IV

Summary Analysis of State Aid Programs

for Public Libraries

Introduction4

The Federal public library fisdifk support system, under

the various titles of LSCA, was designed to channel funds

into specified areas of need in the public librarAystem

including: the extension and more adequate distribution of

'public library services, construction and improvement of

facilities, interlibrary cooperation and network development,

and the development of services for readers with specialized

needs. The proposed amendment for a new LSCA Title V prog-

ram is addressed to the special needs of laige city libraries.

The overall objective in'all of these various funding

components is to stimulate state governments and state library

agenoies to take a, more active functional and fiscal role in

the development.of a fully adequate set of public library
-

services in each state. Development of comprehensive state

library plans, as required under'LSCA, is a primary device to

implement the objective of stimulating state leadership in

this area.

An additional and even moreimportant device through

which state leadership can be exercised is the system and-

amount of state fiscal support provided local public libraries.

In this analysis 'of the effectiveness of the Federal fiscal

f

6 8
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supi?ort system, therefore, it is important to examine the

7--
overall characteristics and patterns of state public library

aid programs. All of the data included in this analysis

was gained through the detailed questidnnaire sent to the

chief state library officer in each state. The response

was excellent. As of the date of report preparation, only

five states
1 have not responded, and some of these have

indicated they will later return a'completed questionnaire.

1

Not all states responded to all of the questionnaire items.

Number and Eligibility Status of I'ublic Libraries for

Receiving State Aid

In the 42 states responding to questions on number and

eligibility status, the.data indicates there are slightly

more than 8,800 pubLic library units throughout the nation.

This count exceeds by 500 the number tabulated in the National

Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) survey mentioned

earlier. Unlike the NCES survey, however, the questionnaire

asked for the number of units, including branches. Also,

this count may well include in some states the number of

library systems which exist.. A regional summary of the

number of public library units,;as of 1975, follows.

(L) States which did not respond are; New Hampahire,
Delaware, Florida Oklahoma, and ,Arizona.

6 9
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Region States
Reporting

Numbers of Public
Library Units

States Not
Reporting

New England 1,095 New Hampshire
Mideast 4 1,779 Delaware
Great Lakes 5 1,739
Plains 6 l,599 South Dakota
Southeast . 11 1,355 Florida
Southwest 2 417. Okla., Arizona
Rocky Mountains 5 426
Far West 4 400
Apska, Hawaii 0 0, Alaska, Hawaii

42 8,810 8

.Indicati s are that in most states, mOst public libraries

are eligible, under a variety of procedures, for either or

both Federal or state aid. In what appears to be an increasing

number of states, the flow of funds and the application for,

aid is.channeled through regional library systems. In fewer

states, state,and/or Federal aid funds are channeled through

counties or municipal jurisdictions. Because of reporting

problems and time constraints it is not possible to state

precisely how many 1,ibrary units actually received. Federal or

state aid in 1975. Indications are, however, that a minority,

perhaps one third, of library units in reporting states

actually received state aid and fewer received Federal.aid.

It is of course true that not all states have a public,library

aid program. An analytis of ALA's American Library Laws

(1973, with the 1975 Supplement) indicates that 21 states

have no statuory aid program. In many states which have no,

statutory aid program, state and/or Federal funds are dis-

tributed under administrative regulations or as a discretionary

grant program. 7 0
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In summary, it is clear that there are a sizeable

number of individual public library units in the nation.

Many are linked together, either formally or informally,

,in regional syStem . Most are eligible for state and Federal

aid, but only a.nority.actually received such aid in 1975.

This may be due to either a lack of a oimprehensive state

aid system or a lack of adequate funding, or. both. It is

clear-that iR many states the aid program is not statutory,

but rather is operated on the basis of administrative regu-
,

lations--either formal or informal. It is fairly well

established that Federal aid is administered separately in

many states and is distributed on the basis of project by

project applications from individual libraries or library

systems.

Amount and Type of State and Federal Aid Distributed

in 1975

The ultimate goal of LSCA, as described more fully earlier

in this report, is to assist the states in the extensio 11( and

improvement f public library services in areas inadequately

served, and/or to increase services to people with special

library. service needs. It was also pointed out earlier tha.t

there are similarities between public library and public ,

education Aubsidy systems and that a judicially reinforced

(Rodriguez, Serrano - Priest, et al) state responsibility

existed to overcome 'disparities in the distribution of educa-
J

tional services arising from differential need and taxing

capacity.
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Illumination of this issue in terms of public library'

aid was sought in the survey questionnaire by requeseing

states to indicate the amounts of both Federal and state

aid distributed under various types,of systems. Specifically,

six different types of aid systems wefe identified and

defined in the questionnaire as follows:

1. Equalization aid - State aid distributed in relation

to local fiscal capacity (for example, equalized

assessed value) or local fiscal effort (for'example,

yield of a specified mill levy).

2. Per capita aid - State aid distributed in proportion

to population served.

3. Arei aid - State aid distributed in proportion to

area (square miles) served.

4. Flat grants - State aid distributed in equal dollar

amounts per library or library system, sometimes

varied by class of library.

5. Partial reimbursement of local expenditure - Payment

of a specified portion of local expenditure for

specified purposes (for example, operation and

maintenance costs; eligible capital project costs).

6. Discretionary aid - Distribution of state funds as

determined by the state agency charged with over-

sight of the public library system.

A catch-all "other" category was added to the list.

Table 9 presents a tabulation of the responses.
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Tablp 9

. . .

Amount of State-Aid Distributed o Public Libraries,

By Type"of.Aid Systpm_and SOurce Of Funds, 1975

.Amount of State Aid, FY1975
($000)

Type of State Federal Sources
Aid System Total Sources

1
% -" (Inof. GRS funds)

Equalization $ 8,065 5.9 $ 7,090 7.1
.

$ 975 2.7

Per Capita 48,887 35.7 44,628 44.5 4,259 11.6

Area Served 10,018 7.3 9,075 9.0 943 2.6

Flat Grants 21,590 15.8 15,279 15.2 6,311 17.3
Reimbursement 8,793 6.4 8,300 8.3 493 1.3

Discretionary 31,927 23.3 11,290 11.2 20,637 56.4

Other 7,694 5.6 4,714 4.7 2,980 8.1

Total $136,g74 100.0 $100,376 100.0 $36,598 100.0

Footnotes A

1 Thirty-two states reported distribution's of state sOurce funds,
twelve states (including Hawaii) reported no distribution, and six
states did not respond.

2 'Thirty-seven states reported distribution of Federal puree funds,

seven states (including Hawaii) did not distribute sua fund's,
and five states did not respond.

Source: Compiled from survey questionnaires.
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Respondents were asked to "indicate the amount of state

aid to local public libraries or library systems (including

all Federal funds used for state-aid.purposes) by type of

state-aid system used." Federal.funds, for this purpose,

were defined to include LSCA, GRS funds and any other Federal

monies distributed-through the aid system. It was \. recognized

that.a state could use more than one tyPe_of state aid system,

and many responded thAt they did.

Not all states responded to this question. Thirty-two

states reported on the distribution of state-source funds,

and twelve reported that they made no state aid payments. in

1%75. Thirty-seven states reported on the distribution of

Federal funds, and seven stated they did not make any distri-

bution of such funds. While the data are not complete for
-

all states, the basic purpose of gaining insight on the state

aid system and the amountS distributed under the types of

aid defined is served"quite adequately.

A total of $137 million in funds from both state and

Federal sources wai distributed through state aid programs

in 1975. This total figure can be compared to the $100.8

million reported as state.aid for-public libraries by the j

Bureau of the Census in 1974 (See Table 7). The point is that

the survey response to this quesion obviously reflects the

great proportion of stat9-aid funds. The_data make clear

that a wide variety of state aid systems are in use within

7 4



and among the various state's. Eighteen of the thirty-two

states reporting a distribution of state source funds used

two or more types of aid systems simultaneously. A number

reported using as many as four or five different systems in

combination.

Of the more than $100 milliOn distributed from state

sources to local public libraries in.32 states, the greatest

portion (45 percent) was expended through a per capita grant

system. For an additional 15 percentof aid from state

sources, a flat grant system was used. Discretionary grants,

based usually on the review and approval of project applications,

amounted to 11 percent. Only 7 percent of state aid funds

44ere distributed through an equalization system and reimburse-

ment accounted for an additional 8 percent.

If, in accordance with LSCA objectives, the primary° .

goal of a state aid system is to extend and improve the

distribution of public library services - then the reported

pattern and use of aid esystems raises some questions. The

aid systems reported in major,use (per capita, flat, discre-

tionary, and area served grant systems) do not normally reflect

(1) differential needs,pfor public library services among

citizens and local jurisdictions, and (2) differential local

tax capacity to support such serifices. The data show that

about 80 percent of state source funds are distributed using

one, or a combination of the four indicated systems.

.7 5
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*he system used mott by states in distributing Federal

funds is discretionary %rants. Over half (56 percent) of the

$36.6 million from this source in 1975 was expended through

this means. Flat and per capita grant systems represent A

an Witional 29 percent of Federal source funds. The

earlier mentioned concern about the extent to which such

grant systems discriminate adequately in accordance with

differential.needs and tax base capacities of local jurit-

dictions is relevant here, but there are some special factors

which must be considered. The size of Federal source funds

to individual states is extremely small (none were reported

as exceeding $4 million, and mo t were ,well below that level).
$

I. is rather futile to utilizef a broad-based subsidy system

under such circumstances. The other point is-that, while

a discretionary grant system is difficult to manage and control,

potentially at least, it can provide selective "targeting!'

of funds to areas of special fieedi Much mOre detailed re-

search on the basis used in each state .to make discretionary

grants is required to render any judgment on the degree of

effectiveness acLeved in-the distribution and use of such

funds.

In summary, there is some cause for concern over

the pattern and use of Federal public library support funds
46,

'flowing through state aid systems. In many states, there is no

clear or close compatability between the-LSCA funding

objectives and the distributional mechanisms used by the

states to support the,extension and '61,evelopment of public



_ A

library services. There is evidence that in many states,,

crude,or highly fragmented funding systems are used. The bulk

of both s'tate, and Federal source funds are distributed under

systems that may not adequately discriminate amoxg recipient

jurisdictions and citizens with varying library service

_needs and local tax resources to support services. Amounts

available in many states, are so low as to preclude the use

of a broad-based, clearly focussed state subsidy system.

More research is needed to further evaluate state aid systems.

(.> General Characteristics of State Aid Programs

The survey provided certain other information on the

nature of state aid systems, the channels used in distributing

aid, the existence of local government or regional library

discretion in determining the amount of aid to individual

libraries, and the funding methods uSed by lodWilovernments

in_providing local funding support for public libraries.

The point has been made that state public library

support funds flow through a variety of state aid

and that many states use a combination ofs,systems. Thirty

of 38 States described their aid system as being based

wholly or partially on a formula or system. Of these 30

states,'13 indicated the formula or system was set forth-with

state statutes, 13 indicated the source was administrative

regulations, and four states reported the source as both

statutes and-regulations. 'Twelve of the States.reporting

7 7
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the use of a foimula or system also reported the use of

.discretionary grantS. The intent of the question was to gain

some insight on the kind and degree of state commitment to r

public library fiscal support by virtue of the authority

.basis supporting the aid. system. The assumption is that a

statutory based formula System expresses legislative pOlicy

and therefore is a more stable'and firm commitment.. A

regulatory based.formula is somewhat.less so, and a dis-

cretionary system can be affected by a variety of changing

factor's. The data are by no means conclusive on this

score, but the number of tormula based systems can be con-

sidered a positive sign.

Fourteen of 35 states reporting channeled at least

a portion of both state and Federal funds directly to

local public libraries. Nine-additional states used this

direct route only for Federal funds. Twenty-three states

channeled some or all of state and Federal funds through\

regional library systems, six states used county goveiliments

as a conduit, and 9_states routed some funds through municipal

jurisdictions.

'

The question was askesi whetner regi nal library systems
,

or local governments used as a conduit for state aid could
"1

exercise any discretion over the amount of aid received by

local public libraries. Twelve of 28 states responding in-

dicated that regional library or local government discretionary

power%could.be exercised over state source funds and 16 states

7 8
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responded negatively. Thirty states responded to the

saxe question regarding Federal'source aid funds. Twelve

states responded yes and 18 indicated no. Regionalization

of library services and the involvement of local ler'isdictions,

particularly counties, in public library development and

support are sound objectives. It is important, however, that

the basis for any local discretion over state aid is exercised

within guidelines and constraints established in accordance

with state-wiab library service development objectives.

More detailed examination of state aid, systems that permit

local discretion is'required to evaluate any such guidelines

and constraints.

A total of 36 states responded to a question on the

funding authority and methods used by local governments

in providing local funds to support public libraries. The_.

options from which the method description could be selected
1

were: general budget process, fixed real estate levy,

discretionary grants, or any other method specified by the

respondent. Combinations of these methods were re orted by

many states. With respect tocounty.and municipal jurisdic-

tions, the great majority of states (27) reported the general
-d

budget process was used, usually in conjunction with one of

the other methods Specified. Seventeen states also reported

the use of a fixed real estate tax levy as a method for.local

public library support. Fourteen states reported that school

districts share in local public library funding under one

79
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or another.of the methods described. In.nine states,

library districts were.reorted as having funding responsi.-.

bility. k--

Local authority structures and funding methods are-

complex areas of research. fathered in this survey

must be viewed as quite limi d't It cAh be stated, however,

quite different funding metlkods are used by county and

local jurisdictions, including school and library districts,

to provide local public library support./ A rather surprisingly

large number of states (17) .rep9rted the use of a fixed

real estate tax levy as a funding method at the local.level.

This "historic method of providing-public-library'support was

often designed-to insure a continuing basis of supp91

The traditional lag in real estate tax assessments aitheir

failure to keep pace with rising costs makes this method of

providing local s4Tort not An unmixed blessing.

8 0
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V.

Impact Of,General Revenue Sharing On Public Library Finances
Background and Approach

Introduction

Enactment of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance

Act of 1972 added a new-dimension to Federaf-aid. Now,

some ten perCent of the.$60 in Fecieral,aid goes out

in the forM of general revenue sharing with few strings

attached and virtually complete flexibility as to how the

funds are spent. The states can spend their one-third

Share of the $ 6 billion genpral revenue Sharingspot as

they seefit. Local goVernments are formally liMited in

using their two-thirds share to eight priority expenditure

pategories for operation and maintenance; they can acquire

capital facilities and goods for any purpose.

Although categorical grants, such as LSCA, still

dominate the Federg.1 grant scene, with the advent of

general venue sharing and blIck grants such as the
Safe Streets'AdS, the CoMItrehensive mployment and Training

4

Act (CETA) and the Housing and Community Development Act,

Federal aid to 'state and local governments is,slowly,

but surely, approaching the three-pronged "balanced" system

categorls1 aid, block giants and general fiscal support -.

first envisioned by the.AdVisory Commissiqp on Intergovern-

mental Reltionsj_n 1967 .(1)
In light ot th se developments

rJ
this evaluation of the effectiveness of Feder 1 funding of

W ACIR, Fiscal-Balance in the American Federal System ington,,
D, C.: Government Printing Office, October 1967), e ort A-31

41
Vol. 1, p- 5.
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public libraries must, consider both the impact of general,

revenue sharing on public libraries and the implications

of the recently proposed library.block grant--the Library

Partnership Act. General revenue sharing is considered

in this sion; the Library Partnership Act, in an Arlier

section.

There are two reasons why it is essential to assess ,

the true impact of general revenue sharing on public library .

financing. First, under the original general revenue sharing

legtslation, "libraries" been one of the eight priority

categories to which local shared reve e for operation

and maintenance must be allocated. Thus the opportUnity

exists for libraries to obtain financing from this sou'rce,

and, as wi]il be seen, some public libraries would appear

be receiving'shared revenue. Because money is fungible,

a legitimate question can be raised whethea"even

those l'braries that received shared revenue'teallyfhad inore

)

to spen .

(1 Moreover, with renewal of revenue sharing, the
SW

list of riority categories has been eliminated--precisely

because Congress recogni d the traceability problem.(2)

(1) "Fungibi1ity" /cleans simply that once dollars get into the'

accounts of a government, they cannot be traced nd a given
ainount of shared revenue can simply replace an ual amount
of local revenue.

(2)The Act, "State and Local Fiscal Assistance Amendments of 1976,"
which was signed by the Preiident on October 13, 1976, extends
the program through September 30, 1980.
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The second reason for assessing the impact of general

revenue sharing in.the context of this eyaluation of Federal

funding is ovdrriding: the argument that general revenue

sharing would more than replace any losses public libaes

'might suffer if LSCA were disontinued. //

a

A cursory glance at 1.1e revenue sharing figuies would

appear to support this argument. After all; according to

reports submittedsto' the U.S. Treasury Department by state

and locaIlgovernment officials, the amounts of revenue sharing

funds allocated to public libraries during fiscal years 1974
..

and 1975 far exceed the annual appropriations under all

titles of LSCA in recent years. Shared revenue allocated

to libraries by statel and localities amounted to $82 million

iri'1974 and $95 million in 1975.(1) Of those amounts, the

great bulk--$76 mint i 4 1974 and $91 million in'1975-=

was reported by local gove nments. The states spent only

$6 mill i on in 1974 and $3h million in 1975 of ibeir revenue

sharing erititlements on libraries. .

.

,

The $76 million allocated to local libraries in 1974 was

1.8 percent of the total shared revenue allocated for all

purposes that year. This accords fairly well with the place

of public libraries in the present scherrCe of local financing

for priority categories--expenditure for Public libraries wasy

about 1.6 percent of local expenditure forga; priority

4(1)
Department of the Treasury, Office 'of Revenne)Sharing, General
Revenue Sharing: Reported Uses 1973-1474 (Wash., D.C.',
Feb., 1975); and Reported Uses of General Revenue Shaking
Fupds 1974L75 (Wash., D.C., Feb. 1976).
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expenditure functions in fiscal 1973-74. -Moreover, the

$76 million was larger relative to local library expenditure

in 1973-74 (about 8 percent) than was the total $4 billion

local shared revenue entitlement relative to all expenditure

of eligible locni governments--counties, municipalities and

townships (about 5 percent)1(1) Thus, the reported data suggest

that libraries have fared somewhat better than other local

government programs in obtaining GRS funds.

k.1.
The need is o get behind these'reported figure?. On

the surface, tbere s no reason to doubt that the amounts

of r venue sharing funds reported to the U.S. Treasury

Dep tment as allocated to libraries were actually expended

for that purpose. The fact is, however, there is no

maintenance of effort provision in the revenue sharing

act (State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 19720 It

is quite possible, therefore, for revenue sharing funds

allocated to any particular function to simply substitute

for local financing of that function. In other words,

'revenue sharing funAp for operation and maintenance can

be used to maintain the customary level of expenditures

and at the same time avoid increasing local taxes to do
4

so., Poi many fiscally hard-pressed municipalities revenue

sharing could be used to dvoid or mitigate service cutbacks.

In the case of revenue sharing funds allocated for capital

outlay, such monies could have,been use
1(

to avoid or reduce
'l,

1

new borrowing. 10
n

(I)
These are rough estima es based on national aggregate data
in U.S. Bureau of the bensus, Governmental Finances 1973-74.

81 * -72-



The following sections will attempt to identify and quantify

these substitution effects in an effort to determine,first,the

overall impact of general rpvenue sharing on local finances

and , second, 'the extent to whicn GRS funds have had a real

impact on public library tfinance.

The Approach to Determining Real Impact

Concern with the real impact of revenue sharing has

been apparent from the inception 'of the program.

The official reports to the Treasury Department require

recipients to check off a number of items regarding substi-

tution effects, but withoik any quantification. The respenses,

then, provide only a very general impression regarding the
-

use of shared revenue for tax or borrowing stabilization.

Two other studies have gone into the'substitution

question quite exterTivelY, but,they do not provide specific

answers to thequestion of impact on public library financing.

The Survey Research Center, University of Michigan

surveyed all the state governments and q large simple Of 44

local governments. The Center asked a s ies of questions

revolving around two basic issues:

1) In the absence of GRS would OPrratIvg expenditures have

been,lower during fiscal year 1974(75) .(in this joris-
.

diction)?

2) In the absence of GRS, would capital expenditures have
;

been lower during 'fiscal year 1974(75) (in this juris-

diction)?
8
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The.follow-up questions dealt with'the extent to

Which taxes and/or borrowin would have been increased

in the absence ok GRS.

The Brookings Institution has been conducting an

ongoing "revenue sharing monitoring" study since 1973

in 57 localities and 8 states, using local experts

("Brookings Associates") to assess revenue.sharing.

Through interviews and by reference to budgets and

financial reports, the Brookings Associates attempted

to

determine the extent to which amounts of shared revenue

alloc ted to each priority function were actually used for

new sp nding.

The Treasury, Michigan and Brookings studies were

examined for evidence regarding the overall fiscal impact.

Nine of the communities in the Brookings study were

also looked at for corroborative evidence concerning our

statistical analysis of actual library exp nditure data.

Determining the real impact dn library finance

requires a different approach,ftom either the Michigan or the

Brookings studies. The premise is that a comparison of library

expenditures for operation and maintenance for the last year

before infusion of revenue sharing funds (1971-72) with com-

parable data for the first year
(1) after distribution of GRS

funds (1973-74), will yield conclusions showing the real

iMpact of revenue sharing On libraryfinance,

(1) Because diskribution of'GRS funds began late in 1972,
the FY 1972-73 was rejected for purposes of this analysis.

8
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ideally, this approach would require such analysis

for all 39,000 recipient governments--a task for which

resources are not available. It was possible, however, to
(

examine data for all (48/0) municipalities with populations

of more than 50,000 and all (312) counties with populations

of 100,000 or more and to select those jurisdictions which,

according to their official use reports, allocated at least

5 percent of their shared revenue to public libraries in

1973-74, entirely or surtantially for operation and

mainte nce. A total of 26 municipalities and 22 counties

met th s criterion. (1) To relate our findings to the Brookings

findings, we included three additional municipalities that

allocated less an 5 percent. It is significant that these

51 municipalit es and counties accounted for about half

($23.6 Millio ) of the $45.5 million shared revenue that was

reported as llocated for li nary operation and maintenance

tin 1973-74.

The fiscal impact estimate for library operation

and mai tenance expenditure is based on (1) computing

the p cent change between 1971-72 and 1973-74 and (2).

comp ring 1this with a "normal" percent change for this

San period. To the extent the actual percent change

ex eeds the "norm," the difference is the actual impact,

to..the'..amount of shared revenue thatwas allocated.

f the actual change is less than' th "rrorm," it i pre-

sumed that the shared revenue replaced local funds fot-
\

libraries (which thenwere used either' for other expen 1-

ture(purposes or f9r tax spabilization).

( ) Two others tha also met this criterion were omitted: Royal'
Oak, Mich., becau 3,-74 Census data were not avai able;
and Lorain, Ohio, which, although it reported alloca ing
$76 thousand.(10.3% of its entitlement) to library operations(
actually expended the money.to -rehabilitate an old. library
buiLding for use as a community center.

4

87

la



For purposes of establishing the "normal" increase,

the Bureau of Census reported national average--20 percent

over the two year period, or an average annual increase of

about 10 percent--was applied to library operation and

maintenance expenditures.

.11

e'

Overall Fiscal Impact

n.
Official'Use Reports

There is eidence in the official Treasury Department

reports on the uses of 'revenue sharing funds that both

tax and borrowing stabilization effects ocpucred. In re-

sponse to questions on the overall fiscal impact of revenue

sharing funds on their taxes, considerable numbers of-local

governments indicated for 1973-74, that they were able

to either: reduce taxes (4 percent of some 42,000
(1)

y

responses); prevent tax increases (35 percent); -prevent

enactment of new taxes (27 percent); and maintain current

.
taAllevels (34 percent):(2)' In regard to indebtedness,

perQent of some 131000(1) responses indicated they were

able to avoid some issuance of new debt and 16 percent said they

were enabled to reduce some of their outstanding debt

by allocating revenue sharing funds to capital outlay.
(3)

Similar responses were elicited in the Actual Use Reports

regarding the 1974-75 revenue sharing entitlements.
(4)

(1) Because each respondent could give more than one response to the

questions on tax or debt substitution effects, the number of re-

sponses exceeds thenumber of local gomernments actually responding

to those questions.

(2) Op. ciblk 1973-74,

(31Ibid, p. 44.

Op: cit!, 19747. , ppl,34 and 35.4(4)
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The two previously mentioned independent studies of

the impact of revenue sharing-on state and local governments

provide more precise data on the substitution effect.

University of Michigan Study

The Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University

of Michigan conducted a survey of the states and some

800 counties and municipalities, under ,the auspices of

the National Science Foundation, to prol:ride an assessment

(1)of the impact of general revenue sharing. This study

concludes that less than half as many communities indi-.

cated thab revenue sharing had a tax stabilization or

borrowing stabilization effec than appears from the Treasury

Department use repoirts (Table 1D). While about 70 percent

of the responses b municipalities and counties on the

official use r rts ft- fiscal 1974 indicated some tax

stabilizati effect, the SRC studyo.estimates that only

29 percent of all municipalities and counties used revenue

sharing for that purpose. The highest percentages appear

in both studies for municipalities with populations be-

tween 100,000 and 300,000. In regard to borrowing stabili-

zation, the SRC study estimated that only 14 percent ,of the

municipalities used shared revenue for that purpose, com-

pared to about double that percentage, as reported to

/-
the Treasury.

II

(1)National Science Foundation, Research Applied to National Needs,
.The Economic and Political Impact o'f General Revenue_Sharing
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, April 1976).
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Table 10

Fiscal Impact Estimates from Uni,ersity of

Michdigan Research Center Survey

Responses Compared to Official U-se Reports, FY1974

(percentages)

Weighted Percent Reporting Some:

Tax Stabilization
Borrowing Stabil' ation

Type of Unit

Survey
(Finance
Officers)

Use
Reports'

Survey
(Finance
Officers)

Municipalities
300.000 + 14.1 63.4 1.1

100.000-299,999 60.9 90.8 18.8

25,000-99.999 35.4 72.2 17.1

10,000-24.999 28.7 67.0 12.7

2.500-9,999 34.1 68.7 23.0

Under 2,500 22.1 65.4 14.4

Townships: 9,000 + 33.2 74.7 19.3

Townships: < 9,000 13.1 58.2 13.5

Counties "1
500.000 + 32.7 70.1 25.2

100.000-499,999 29.6 76.8 20.4

Under 100,000 20.3 57.0 9.2

Total 29.3 69.8 14.2

Use
Reports

9.9
12.
26.6
39.7
40.5
38.5
42.3
23.6

18.1 vio 1Z41:2
36.3

27.8

'Official Use'Report data were obtained from the Office of Revenue Shar:ng tape.

N.

Source: National Science Foundation, Research Applied to
National Needs, Economic am&Political Impact of
Gen Revenue Sharing (Washington, D.C.:
U.S Government Printing Office, April 1976), p. 34

A
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TIoolcingi St Udy

The Brooki i gs Institution has been monitoring

general revenue sharing in 56 local governments, one

Indian Tribe and.eight' states. .0ne oSjectiVe 'of this

effort is to measure the "net fiscal effect" of generAl

revenue sharing on the various priority expenditure c'at&-

gories. This was done by comparing the portion f revenue

sharing funds allocated to each category with the portion .

of revenue shariag funds that was actually spent or

budgeted for new capital facilities, for expanded opera-
. .

tions and Egr ,increased pay an 1
d 'benefits. The estimat s-

()

of "net fistal effect" were made by local investigators ° .

thoroughly famitar with the accounts and budgets ;Of the

communities to which they Were assigned.

In analyzing the net fiscal eftect of the overall
,

revenue sharing allocation by its sample jurisdiCtions,

Brookings distinguisOes three-categories of "new spending"1

and five categories of "substitutions". Depending on hOw

/
the net effects data are av aged, substitution

accounted )
for 42.5 percent, on an uftw 'ghted basis, an kore than

two-thirds on a weighted basis, of the amounts the sample

jurisdictions allocated out of their first three revenue

sharing entitlements (Table 11).

z
(1)

Richard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manvel, Susannah E. Calkins and
Associates, Monitoring Revenue Sharing-(Washington, D.C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1975), Chap. 8.

9 1 -79-
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Table 11
\

Mean Percentagqs of Shared Revenues 41located by the Local

Sample urisdictions (Brookings Sample), by Type of Net
Fiscal Effect

,

Net Fiscal Effect

New Spending

New capital

Expanded operations

Increased pay and benefits

Substitutions a
Restoration oT federal aid

Tax .deductiofis

Tax stabilization

Program maintenance

Avoidance of borrowing

Increased fund balance

Other

;Sou

ilweighted Weighted,
Mean Percentage Mean PerCentage

4

57.5 31.4

46.0 26.5

10.7 ' 2.9

0.8 2.0

42.5 68.6

0.3.7 0.9

3:5 7.1

13.8 33.3

12.6 .11.8

9.5 14.4

2.7 1.1

0.1

'Nathan,..Manvel, Calkins and Associates, Monitoring
evenue Sharing, (Washington, D. C.: The'Brookings
Institution, 1975) , pp! 193 and 199.

,

,
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The unweighted mean, which gives equal weight to

all jurisdictions regard ess of site, is, in effect, an
k\i,

accouAing of revenue shar'ng decisions; the weighted

mean is an accounting of hoVi revenue-sharing dollars

are allocated and therefore gives extra weight .to the

decisions made by the larger jurisdictions. By this'

latter .reckoning, one-third of the revenue sharing

dollars allocated by the Brookings-monitortd local

communities from their first three entitlements went for
`

tax stabili tion and almost 15 percent 'for borrowing

stabil i.n (avoidance of borrowing) .

Impadt on Public Libraries

State Revenue Sharin 4

According to the actual use,reports submitted

. C.

to the Treasury. Department, state and local governments

allocated $82.3 million qf their'1973-74 revenue sharing

entitlements to public libraries. Of this amount, $6.3

million was allocated by the state 4overnments and $76

million, by counties and municipalities (inclUding

towAships). A.

.a
Only 7 states reported any revenue sharing alloca-

tions to public libraries, and 'of the $6.3 million so

allocated by them $4.5 million was ttributed to North

Carolina, $1,.m1llion to Georgia, and nor aMountsv tO

'Coloradq, Hawaii, MinnesotA, Ohio and Oklahoma.

L.

The questionnaire survey, carried out as a part of study (71.
.

?

was,directed to chief ptate library officers and elicited

9 3



1

data on state library expenditure by source of finanaing.

Several additional states indicated having expended

revenue sharing funds for public libraries. Missouri,

fdexample, reported spending in fiscal 1974, $539
. *

thousand-for state aid to local librariet from revenue

sharing, while the amount of LSCA funds passed on to

local libraries was reduced by a similar amount.

06

Colorado, accordin41,to its(GSSIMISurvey response also.

replaced some LSCA funds with revenue shlring. According

to the Brookings Institution Associate assigned to

lorado, it has been a ktter of polic in Colorado

tg use revenue sharing as a-replacement for reduced

categorical grants. Mississippi enacted a new.pro ram in

1975, under which'it started to distribute share (revenue

in the form of prOject grants for constructionian rehabil-
f

)itation of publicirbrarv buildings.(1)
*

Loca Revenue Sharing

The $76 mil on of locallared revenu aalocated 4'

)
.

4

to public librarie in 1973-74 was 1.8 'percent of-the
f

4tal received by localities for,that,period (Table 12).
.

(-
There w4s considerable interstate variation. in "tie IR .

*
portion of shared revenue localities allocated.f

libraries--from 0.2 percent i IndNla to 8.4 percent in '

..

Oregon.

Thoro ttates a

I.

ranked lowest and highest when '

shated revenue is1re1atd to total locll expendituresfor public

4
(1)

Mississippi Laws of 1975, H.B: 1101-

\ 9 4
'
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a

libraries--0.6 and 44.5 percent, respectively, compared to a
(

I

national aVerage oft,'.8 percent. SignificantlY, in /-
,

. .

Ind*Aqa and Ohio, where local libraries are administered
...7" . r----

predominantly by special library districts and by school 9

districts, the library revenue sharing allocation rela-

tive to library expenditure was far the smallest--0.6

percent.in Indiana and 2.0 percent in Ohio. Special distiicts

and school districts ate not eligible-recipients of shared
. , .

revenue, so .that in Indiana and Ohio, and to some extent
% . 1

lt

in Missouri, libraries must depend on local governments

to which they have no political attachment to get a

piect of the revenue sharing action.

As has been noted, the actual use allocations

tell little about the real impact of revenue sharing

on libraries--or on any local function, 'for that matter.

The data in Tabl 12, ht-icever, do provide some intuitive
)

indidation that there Mrst -have been considerable re-
.

placement of locally raised funds py shared revenue, in

the library field. For example, the average 7.8 percent

relationship of revenue sharing to. local li. ary expendi-

-ture comes close to recent average annual'i creases in
A

totalilbcal library expenditure. In 21 st tes, the4

library shared revenue to library diture !is more .

than 10 percent and in seven of them, e ratio-exceeds.

20 percent: It is hardly likely-that 1 y eXpenditure
. .

Would have been increa8d b sUch.amounts noto44.ofe the

regular increases ,that lOcal taxpayers.have tolerated

'from their own revende:s urces.

/

9 5
-83-
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Table 12

Local General Rernue Sharing.A1located.for LoCa1 Public
Library Expeffiturets, by State an4 Region 1973-74

----State and Regial Amount
($000)

United States $76,020

New England:
Maine 394
New Hampshire 185
Vermont 213
Massachusetts 2,738
Ahode Island 151
Connecticut 1,507,

Mideast':

NOw York "9447
New Jersey 1 541

Rpnnsylvania 7,521
+Delaware 473
+Maryland 2,043

ICreat Lakes:
Michigan 2,549
0hio 1,228
Indiana 157
Illinoi 2,388
isconsi

, -2,682

Percent
of Total

GRS

1.8

1.7
1.7

1.8
2.2

0.7

2.6

1.9

0.9

3.6

- 4.0

2.0

1:5

0.7

0.2

1.2
2.4

Plains:
Minnesota 1.250 1,5

1./'Iowa 847
Missouri A 612 0.8

North Dako 140 0.8
Souti Dakot , i 140 0.9
Isairaska 493 1.6
Kans,os 471 1.3

.

Southeas :

+Virginia 1,643 2.2

vivst Virginia 794 2.4

+Kentucky 1,060 1.7

Tennessee 2,380 2.7
North Caroline a,665 2.7
South Carolina . L,029 2.0
Georgia ' 464 0.6
+Florida 1448 1.1
+Alabama 1,521 2'.1

ifi!''iTi.iii-liirp]. 631 1.0
Louisiana 1,618 1.8
Arkansas ------775 1.9

Southwest:' .

'Oklahoma, 465 1.0

Texas 4,888 2.4

New Mexico 383 1.7

.Aelzona
. 1.114....

1.6

RockyMountain:'

.

MoAtAna-
,

laaho 202

"Wyoming 207
;Mbrado 608
Dtah 752

4.3

1.3 ,

3.2

1.3

2.5

Fae Wost:
.wanhington

4
:810

N4regri'n 3,571
evada 87

MiTOrnia
6&464

Oilaskr. % 223

'Hawaii

3.5

8.4
0.8-

11'6

4.6

_

'Percent of
Local. Library
Expenditure

e
LoCal Library
Expenditure

($000).

7.8 $971,873

11.3 3.487
6.9 2,688
14.2 1,500
6.8 40,472
4.0 3,757

6.6. 22,946

6.1 157,431

2.5 ' 53,025

20.6 ,36,465

42.5 1,112
7.4 27,722

6.1 42,020
2.0 60,993

27,706

4.8 50,267

11.4 3,432

6.5 19,103

9.0 9,374
3.8 16,000

8,5. . 1,638
5.8 2,391

, 10.3. 4:767
5.8 .8466

.

8.1 20,221

30.0
19.2 j.

. 2,660
5,522

23.1 k0,320.
27,8 a 10,304
17.1 6,002
4.2 11,018
5.6N. 20,386

.1e.5 8,189
9.2

12./
. 6,879

13,2111

18.2 4,265

5.8
r

7,955

17.4 284194
14.9 2,567
43.3 8,787 -

24.6 2,174

8.2 2,460

10.9 1,895

5.5' 11,028
12.0 6,285

7.7 ,

-

23,281

44.5 .. 8,019

4.0 2,1/7

'
5.2 124,011

15.9 '' 1,399,

,
,Source: GRS aunsfr am da tape of .official use reports, 1973-74. Library-.expenditure

2 data frn GSS aurv , eXcept.for states marked with.an asterisk(*) for which data

were ob ined from the Government's Division, Bureau otthe Census,.
.:' 4
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' In response to the GSS survey, a number of states

.have provided data on the rek disposition of shared

revenue for librariesReporting on all shared revenue

allocated to libraries through March 1974, Massachusetts

noted:

"Revenue sharing monies benefitted only s:psty-seven,

of the public libraries. Of4hose sixty-seven

libraries which reported receiving fonds, almost

fifty percent indicated.th.iat this money was merely

uSed tO replace previous local support."(1)

According'o a Pennsylvania report, of $16.6 million

:.shared revenue allocated tb libraries from the inception
#

of the'prbgram through fiscal year 1974, $10.8 million--

almott two thirds--replaced local funds. The record for

1975 in Pennsylvania, howevei, appears considerablY better--

about three-fourths of the shared revenue allocated to

-109 libraries was 'Considered to be "new monies."

,The number of libraTies to Which shared revenue is

allocated is also indicative of the impact. A 1974

survey of the American Library Association 1.ndicated that

only 1,370 libraries (14 percent of a'total of.9,478) had

received some revenue sharing funds.
(2)

In terms of

(1)
Massachusetts Bureau of Library Extension, "Revenue Sharing in
Massachusetts Public Libraries," publication No. 6979, June 21, 1974.

(2)
Statement of Eileen D. Cook, Associate Executive Director,
American Library Association, before the Subcommittee on Labor-
HEW Appropriations of the House Appropriations Committee, 3/20/75.
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recipient-governments, 167 municipalities with 197,0

POpulations of 50,000 and over (about oile-tiiird Of the'.

total' 1,1umber in this size-M.1M- report0.7a11ocat1ng-- .

.sOme sfiared revenue, tolibraries;.-101 counties:witfr

e'
populations:of mOre than:100 000 (also about onenthird

;

of 'the 312 in this qize class) reported Llocating some

Sharedrevenue to libraries.(.1)

Impact on Currefit.OperaNion and Maintenance

To quantify the actual impact,of revenue sharing on

public library finances requires analyzing data for

individual communities that provide library services.

previously,described, a fairly accurate 'estimate of impact
4

^
can be developed in regard to operation and maintenance

expenses byi6ompar1ng actual.library operating expenditures.

for 1972 wi.th such expenditures..for 1974. To the extent

that the two-year increase in such expenditure was above

normal for any r;articular .community, the. incremental- 'gain

can be atixibuied.to revenue sharing.(2) The analysis must

be limited to operating expenses (i.e, excluding capital

outlay) to avoid erratic Changes caused by capital expendi-
,

tures. Moreover, shared revenue amounts allocated tO

capital outlay in any particurar fiscal year are not,

necessarily expended during that year.

r
4

(1) From ORS Actual Use data 'tape for 1973-74.

(2) See earlier sectiOn of this Aapter for a fuller
description of methodology. -86-
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A

As ptatedirarlier,, a domprehensive GPS impact'analySis;

d require applying this kind of analysis'to e..rery one

the 39,000 local recipients of general revenue sharipg

beyond the scope of this
1,

used in this Study id htified-51

funds -- an ndertaking that is

e gcreening proêedure

municipalities and:counties which have,indicated that they

allocatld substantial'portions'of their '1973-74 entit ements

to library'Operation and maintenance. Collectively :these

jurisdictionsallocaied $23.6,ndllion of their 1973-
1

entitlemepts.for library oPetAtion and-mdintenance4-

half, of the $45.5 million so allocated by all loc 1

ments (Tables 1 3 and 14).

't

Nation 11v, current operation expenditure o

vernmGntq for public libraries rose 20.2 percent

1971-72 an 197374 -- an average annual increase

bôut

govern7-

ocal

between

of about

1.0 percent01) Thus, 20 percent was used as the normal"

increase n library operation expenditure for the t4o-year

period.
?,

he "GRS effect" gures in the last column of

(1) Based on published Census data in Governmental Finances
in 1974 and 1972.Cepoius of, Governments,. Vol. 4, No. 5.
.Unpublished capital oUtLay figures for those ye'ars were
,drawn from Census records and deducted.from published totals
'to arrive at "current operation expenditure."

9 9
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Table 13, ,...

.

General Reven e Sharing.(0RS) ill0Catedfor Public'Library:

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) in Relation,to Local
Library Expenditure for CUrrent,OPeration.,Selected '

ni-Marrtrattteir-emd-Luuolles.,4-943.44-74, -:_±.._
197 -1972 ExpendituferComp

w4-th.__
adeon S

,
1

GRS Allocated to Library O&M,.1971474
EiPenditure for Library Current

''., ; . Operation
sEstimated GRS Effec*.

itdre

($000)

(7)

Jurisdiction,.

.

Amount.
(6000)

(1)
.

% of GRS' 114Lgra17,3(7.Lli

Allocation .

(2)

,

Ameunt ($000)
t Increase or .

Dec 4,62fizetAligiFyx
- 1974

(6$

Expenditure
I

(3).

1973- 74
.

.

197
..
.2

.

.7..2.,...:..--''

(5) -

Municipalities:

3411 0.61

.

' .0".
.. .

..11,146

.

13,212

.

29.8

.

341.*Los Angeles, Cal.

Philadelphia, Pa. 2,603 5.1 '216i..% 11,152 9,849 13.2
.

*Baltimore City, Md.. 410 1.2 6:8 ' 6;032' 6,299 _-4.2

Milwaukee, Wis. 1,070 5.4 1.;40 19.1. 5,609 54054 11.0 - 4

*Phoenix, Ariz. i''268 2.6 9.2 2-,907 1,968 47.7-,--, ' 268

Seattle, Wash: * 266
2

9.7
2

5.6 4,724 3,815 23.8, 146

Spokane, Wash. 2513. 9.i/- 25.6 979 999 -

',Mittle Rock, Ark. 1504 ,

,.

7.34 :. 40.7 369 313 . 17.9 .

,
-

Smithtown, N. Y. 81 19.1 11..)3 738 703 5.0 -
.

Pasadona, 'Cal. 123 11.2 8.1 . 1,527
..-1

1,270 20.2 .'
.

3
.

Cedar Rapids, I. 87 13.8 '21.2 410 41'6 -1.6, 4 -

Duluth, Minn.
.

615 6.2 10.9 558 368 51.6 61'

Cambridge, Sass:. 228 7.7 28.24 809
.

597 s 35.5
o

93

Woodbridge, N. J. 154 10.1 15.5 992 818 21.3 10

Arlington, Tax. 173 20.7 ' 34.7 498 ,°383 30.0
.1.

.,38

Pasadena, Tex.' 73 8.5 % 32.9 .. 222 186 19.4 -
.

Quincy, Mass. 242. 8.5. 43.6 555 690. -20.4 -

Reading, Pa. 206 9.4 . 64.5 319 770 18.1

*Eugen e, Ore. '766. 4.2.6 16s9 445 322 38 ' 2
,

.

.

5 9

Salem, Ore. 148 5.8 36.6 404 . 220' ' 83.6 140 .

*New Trier Twp; 'Ill. 13 14.7 100:0 137 .T...r . .
.'N C 13

Ontario, Cal. 46 6.5 11.0 417. 368 . 13.3

Nigh Point, N. C. 356 15.3 121.5 293 242 21:1 .3

Bellevue, Wash. 290 55.3 83.8 346 318 8.8 ' It

Gadsden, Ala. . 168 , 8.5 91.3 '184 169 8.9

Brookline, Mae's./ 93 .9.3 " 10.1 866 735 17.8

Atlington, Mass. 162 9.1 ' 30.7 527 471 , 11.9

.West Haven, Conn. , 242 ., 21.3 100.0 242 215 12.6
.

.

Shaumberg aVp., I11.' 35 26.2- 100.00 357 --
.

N.C. .35

Subtotal,
8,415

Municipalities
XXXX 14.2 1. -59,318

,

50,270
......

18.0 1;210:
,
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Table 1 .(Continued)
0 ..,

AlloCated to Lsbrary401 1973-74
Expenditure for Library Current

opesation
,

...,...---A

- -Estimated-GRS.,Effect---

on Library O&M EXpenditure
($000)

. ' (7) .

I.

Amount
',($000)

1(1)

' ...___tof.

.% of Gies.

Arlocation

. (2)

1971,24 i,,

Amount
1973-74

(4)

($000)

1971-72

(5)

1.-Inczeaae-or--
Decrease (-)
1972 - 1974

(6)

.

Counti s

Library O&M
Expenditure

.

. (1)

Alleg eny, 41* ,2,185 : 14.9 : 101.2 2,10 2,000 8:0

N. Y. 6,204 Erie, 33.2 82.0 7,569 5,993 , 26.3 377

Tarra t, Tex. 159: 6.0 - 86.9* 183 i.81 % 1.1

_Mill omah, Oreg. 34018 34.b"- 100.0 3,018 2,872 4 5.1

Ono .aga, N. V. . '580 8.8 85.3 680 .65 946.2 . 524

Gene see, Mich. 55 8-
, 4,8 8.4' 653* 5/4 13,8 ' .

%

New astle, Del, 382 0.5 79.3 482 290 66.2 134

Lan.aqteK, Pa. ' 194 8.4 111.5 174 137 27.0
. 10,

Eri , Pa. 190 12.1 . 106.1 ' 179 , 132 35.6 21

Ing .. , Mich. 100 6.1 39.8 251 54 4 -1.2

Wastenaw,Micla. 120.. 11.3 70.2 " 171 1888 -9.1

--Caddo, La. 75 13.0. 19.4 386 .416 -7.2 .

DaOphin, Pa. . 1,00 6.2. ' 91.7 109 65 67.6 31

Fors}th, N. C. 584 16.1 -60.1, . 972 737 31:9 88

C.41bria, Pa. 231 16.0 100.0 231 260 -11.1

JaOkson, Mich.
-__

92 14.7. 33.3 . 276 104 65.4 92

.B1gir, Pa. . ...0 7.7 76.9 65 42 54.8 15

..Bptler, Pa% 38 5.6 131.0. 29 26
,

11.5

Tuscaloosa, Ala, 175 11.8 82.2. 213 134 59.0 52

*Har.ford County, Md. 315 19.6 100.0 315 242 30.2 25

prince William, Va. 298 13.4 98.3 303 213 42.3. 46

jAnderson, S. C.
I

61' 9.0 30.0 203 206 -1.5

SUbtotal,Count s 15,206 XXXX 81.7 18,622' 15,131' 23.1 1,415

TOTAL 23,621 XXXX ' 30.3 774940
i

65,401 19.2 2,625

ilOTE: Hun ipalities and courities 'are listed in population-sire order. Jiirisdictions marked with an asterisk (*)
ar taken from the Brookings' sample.

\ '

N.C. N t computed.

1
Los Angeles allocated $647 thousand (1.1% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $306 thousand was for
capital outlay.

2
Seattle-allocated $281 thousand (10.2% of its tiptal entitlement) to libraries, of $15 thousand was for capital outlay.

3
Spokane allocated $266'thousand (10.3% of its totaf entitlement) to libraries, of which $15 thousand was for capital outlay.

4
Little Rock allocated $250 thousand (12.2% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of ...thich $100 thousand was ?Or
capital outlay.

'5
Duluth allocated $96 thousand (6.1% of its total entitlement) to libraries, of which $35 thousandwas for capital
outlay. a

6
Eugene allocated $107 thousand (5.9% of its total entitlement) to librarie:, of which $32 thousand was for capital
outlay. 01

7
Grant for library purpOses to municipalities located wit.Kin. the township area.

. 8
Genessee County allOcated $103 thousand (9.9% of dts total 'entitlement) to'libraries, of which $48 thousand was for
capital outlay, :

-

9
Prince William County allocated $488 thousand (22.0% of its batal entitlement) to libraries, of which $190 thoUsand
was for capital outlay.

4161(

SOURCE: Revenue shaing data from official use data tape. Library operation expenditure data from unpublished
dat.i made available by the Governments Division, Bureau of the Census..
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-
-Table 13 represent the difference betw en the 1974

.expenditure for'current: operation and he. amount AAt woulcc
;

result from raising the 1972 amodnt by 'percent -- up

to the'amount of revenue shàrAng actua ly,allocated
. :-

operation and maintenance ,( Column 1, able 13),

The data for the-51 jurisdictionsilisted,in T4ble 13
I .

:show clearly thesubstitution effect of revenue sharing.
./

Only. $.1,10 thousand -- less than 15 Percent of revenue

sharing allocated to library operation and maintenance
1

by)the 29 municipalities in our.sample actually went for

4

increased'expenditure. ,The 22 Counties in:our sample

allocated $15.2 miljion follrlibrayoperations (about

two-thirds Of the $23 million so alocated by all

counties, but only $1,415 thopsand (9.3 perceht). went for

increased spending. t'or all 51-municipalities anci counties

analyzed in Table 13; Only .$2.6 million could be attributed

to increased library operation and maintenance exp

ture only ll percent of the $23:6 million of the

sharing entitlements alfocated by those governMénts to
' .

library operation'ahd.maintenance expenditure, The remaihing

revenue,

. .

\:21 million simply offset local-(or state and federal)

t
4

unds that might otherwise.have'gone tolibraryoperations.
, ,

\

The mist obvipus cases of substitUtion are thosQ'communities,

including almost all.of the counties, where the revenue

sharing allocation for library operatiohs-was a tremendous
fir

portion of library operation e penditure for 1974.

10

Ih nine
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of the communities the revenue sharing allocation actually,'

equilled: or exceeded current operation 'exp6nditure for 1974,

. yet only In.High Point, North Carolina,'Harford County,.

Maryland, and erie ahd Lanclster Coun'ties, Pennsylvania was
<

-
there any apparent increase in library operation _expenditure --

and the inCreaseS were minimal. (1)

-

The'two Illinois t6wnships in Tib 3 (Shaumberg and
P P

a

New TrileF) do pot themselves operate libraries. +Instead,
,

they* chose to share substantial-portions of their shared
, .

*revenue entitlements with municipal libraries lOcated within
-. , ,., 6. 1.

w -
their, gepgraphic bounclariember of other townships, ,

,

.

'in Illinois have used portions of their subsequent_entitle-
-

ments (5tht 6th, and 7tii ent-itlements) in-a similar manner.

Some, like, Worth Township (in, the Chicago metropolitan area),

diStribute shared Tevenge to libraries on a per.capita basis. (2)

. . -

ToWnships o8tained broadened'spending,aufhority from.the 4

e.

Illinois legislative to enable them to do this. .

(1
14in four PennsYlvania countie-s, the amount of shared revenue
allocated to library ogera.tion.-and Maintenance.exceeded thr
amount of-14.4ciary 0 & M exirnditure reported by Census fon
1973-74 because the two amounts relate to different fiscal.
periods. While'the Shared revenue amount's are for the period
July 1, 1973-June 30, 1974,4 the expenditure amotintts in those
:Counties are. for their fiscal periods that correspqnd to the
c'-iendar.year 1973 (i.e., ending Dec. 31,,1973). In the

. L'case of High Point, North,Carolina, which has a*July. 1, 1973-
June430; 1974 fiscal year (corresponding to the shared
revenue.fiscar.period), we can only conclude that only a,
portion.of the $356 thousand reported as-allocated.forlibrary
.0 & M was actually spent for that purpose (some may havR
been spent for capital oatlay). .

' (2)
subugban Library Sys.tem News (Burr Ridge, Ill. 60521),
Vol. 10, No. 4, May 1976.,
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9

.1

The 51 municipalities covered by this analysis.kre

among the larger ones, municipalities and townships with.

'populations oVer 50,000, and counties, cArer f00,000.

The extent to which,the'lapiaest communifies tend to substi-
.

tute revenue sharing funds for their own revedue sources is

no indication of the situationin smaller combunitdes. It'

c- is generally the large-Cities and counties that face fiscal

problems, and the more critical the situationo the more

likely that revenue sharing Is absorbed into the Community's

budget. Still., as has been noted, the 51 munlcipalities and

counties pn our sample account for about half of the shared

renia allocated to library operation and maintenance eXpendiT

ture:

The Brookings Study provides some corro)Soration of

'our -findimis in regard tb the extensive substitution effect
. t

,
.

.

ofAshared revenue allocated to library operAion_and'
..

maintenance expenditure.

101
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4,

Only 18 Of-the localities in.the Brookings sample

indicated.that they allocated some of.their 1974 (4th . -

entitlement) 4venue sharing funds to libraries, and of

these, nine of the larger communities said they used

substantial amounts for that purpose.(1) Of those.nine,

only two -- Phoenix and Eugene- actually reported any

"net fiscal- effect", as defined above, frOm revenue sharing

and only Phoenix showed a larger net fiscal effeFt than

its actual use.percentage 15). Although Harford

County, Maryland appears to'have used some. of its revenue
b.

sharing funds foe library.construction, according,to
-\

,the Brodkin4s study', the amount" it reported in,its actual

ube report went.topaintain its current serVice level.

Jacktionville, Florida is an interesting case. In its

actual use report for 1973-74 it reported alloAting all

of its revenue sharing ($4'.2. million) No capital.outlay,

incluaing only $500 for "public libraries. (According to .

the Brookings researcher, however, Jacksonville allocated

$858 thousand'to library capita/ outlay -- about 20 percent

-of its 1973-74 entitlement.) Apparently JacksonVille's

municipal electric plant ordinarily derives sufficient

net income from its operations to contrib4te subStantial
wdb

'amounts to the city's cTerating budget. However, because

ofe:-tremendous increase in the cost of fuel (the 1974

( ) See earlier section for a deScription of thejrookings'
methodology. .

f0D .
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Table 15

Comparison'of Revenue Sharing. Allocations to Librarie
(Actual Use Reports).and New. Spending for, Libraries from
Revenue'Sharing (Net Fiscal Effect Brook' s Field
Research Estimates), 1973-1974, 9 Communi tes .

Community
Actual Use
Percentage

Brookings Net Fiscal,
Effect Percentage

4
Phoenix, Ariz. 2.6%. 4.7%

Little' Rock, Ark. 12.2

Los Angeles,/ Calif. 1.1 4

'Jacksonville, .Fla. 20.5

Baton Rouge, La. 4.7

Baltimorey, Md. 1.2
,

'Harford County, Md... 19.6

Hamilton County, Ohio 11.0

Eugne, Ore. 5:8 3.1

*All new capital expenditure frorif revenue sharing, but no breakdown

available. Some, of the capital outlay reported for figtal 1974
0537 thousand) was .for libraries. It should be iloted, however, that
the amount reported as being allocated for libraries on the'actual
use report ($315thousand), was purportedly for operation and
'maintenance.

,Source: The Brookings Institution, unpublished data from the revenue
sharing monitoring project.

APO
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--
energy aruhch), thecontribution was reduced drastically.

iro offset this revémie loss,,the entire $858 thousand of

'general revenue sharing-was used for the general Operating

budget. This, of course., is an example of.hOw a communi

Wed with a Lscal crisis dan use general revenue s aring

,to h61p av6rt disasters

Skit- of th'e comrnU'itiet: listed in Table 13 are also

(1-)included on the-BrOokings sample (see Table 14).
. .

begn notecl,.vccording to theBrookings analysis, only

As has

1.Phoenix and Eugene evidenced a net ficaa effect for

libraries. Our analysis is consistent wfth those findings:
A

the entire $268 thousand allocated by Phoen,ix appears to have

gone tor indreased librau operation and maintenance
. ,

eXpenditure, as did a portion of-Eugenes allocation.

However, unlike.the Brookings analysis, 'ours'inclicated that
4

the small amount of Los Angeles' allocatiOn fay fib ary
1

operations
and part of Harford County's; also wit. to

increate those communities' current expenditure for

libraries. In all; ajmost half of. the total,allocated by
4 ,

the six Brookings cominunities to library operation and..

k

maintenance appears to have been devoted to expanding

(2)library operations.

(1)
These six communities are identified in Table 13 with an
asterisk (*). Three communities are omitted from Table 13'
because theyzallocated revenue sharing for library capital
oltlay, according'to their official use reports --
.Jacksonville, Baton Rouge and Hamilton County. .

(2) '
One might conjectdre that the mere fact a community is
'monitored by Brookings makeskthe community leadership
particularly responsive to service needs and,prone to use
more of their revenue sharing entitlements for enhancement.

107
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Impact on capital outlay

About:40 percent of the $76 million-shared revenue allocated
....

--t*'Iihraries in 197374 $30:5 milliOn VaS-deSignated "for'

- outlay'(see Tabj.e14) gow much othis.actually went,
s

for the constrUction.of new facilities and the purchate of

.new equipment that would not have been-acquired otherwise?.

I)

a

gow much was used to avoid borrowing?

Available 'data ditfer considerably onthe extent that

shared revenue is usedito aVoid borrowing. Treasury :

figures indicate a rather high degree of such use; the H

'N.
Michigan gtudy and Brookings, a much lower one. It will be

recalled 'that, of 13,000 responses to the debt. question

in the official use reports, 84 percent indicated revenue

6har,ing enabled t.hem to ayoid some borrowing. This was

converted by the Michigan study to a weighted-27.8 percent

of total shared revenue, in contrast to%-a weighted 14.2

percent found by the Michiga225-tudy (see Table 10). The

Brookings,study estimated a weighted 14.9 percent for

borrowing avoidance (see'Table 11), but this was heavily

affected by New York City (Which. did not report 'any alloca-.-,

tion of shared revehue for libraries).

a

Applying a conserVative.15 percent to the.total,

allocation for libraries ($76 million) would indicate that

$10 to $11 million was used to avoid borrowing., \This is

about one-third of the $30.5 million shared reven e allocated

to libraries for capital outlay.

0 8
6
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According to unpublished Bureau of the Census di.ta,

local governments spent about $120 million for librdryc_

capital dutlay in 1973-74; three-fourths of which was
;

No
for new construction Jabout $90 million). Undoubtedly'

some portion of the $90 million for library facilities

4 was financed by borrowing but no data are readily
, .

available specifically on borrowing for library.

construction.

Municipalities applied $18.1 million, or 44.5

p.

.
percent of their library shared revenue, to capital out-

lay; countieS;Applied $12.4 Million, or 35.2 percent of

their library shared revenue to capital outlay (Table 16).

It is'safe to assame'that thesmallest Aunicipalities and

counties would have uspd the amounts allocated-for capital

mautlaj to purchase equiPment And to d6-liome major repair

:work in established library buildings. Indeed, it is the

Smaller communities that Allocated the largest proportion

of their library shared revenue for capital outlay. .

Municipalities with less than'-'25,000 population allocated
s

54.4 pprcent ($7.6.million) to outlays, compared with

44.5 percent for all municipalities. Counties in the same

size class allocated 57.2 percent .($2.9 million). to outlay,

compared with 3.-2\1percent for all aminties,

109
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Table 16

General Revenue Sharin AlLocated to Public Libraries

by local Governments, 41 Population Size Class, 1973-1974

,

Population size

class
.

.

Municipalities (including Townships) Counti

GRS allocuted

tb, libraries

M06)-

i .

1 P('rconl, of'

total GRS

a1lccatitn

PorconL

,for

capital

outlay

,

Percent

for

operation

cnd main-

tenance

GRS allocated

to libraries

. ($000)

Percent

total GRS

allocatioi

Percent

for

capital

Qutlay

Percent

for

operation

and main-

tenance

less than f2,00
k

$ 1,969

,

,11.3 63.9 36.1 . 17 4.1 69.6 30,4

2,500 - 4;999 1,935 9.2 54.1 45.9 . 254 8.6 83.4 16.6

5,000 9,999 3,018 7.8 52.9 47.1 881 5.1
,

45.7 54.3

,

10,000 - 24,999 i, 7,073 8.9 52.6

.

47.4 3,920 5.7 57.9 42.1

less than 25,000 13,995 9.4 54.4 45.6 5,102 5.7 57.2 ,12.8 .

25,000 - 49099 5,352 6.3 41...5 58.5 2,746 4.7 59.2 40.8

50,000,.- 99,999 6,703 6.2 46.4 53.6 3,693 5.4 51.5 48,5

100,000 - 249,999 4,762 3.6 62.0 38.0 6N-9 7.2 53.2 46.8

250,000 - 499,999 2,061 .1.9 50.9 49.1 2,845 3.2 27.7 N2.3

500,000 - 999,999 3,815 2.0 20.5 79.5 5,499 6.6 31.0 69.0

1,000,000 and over 3,856 2.2 7.9 92.1 8,942 ' 8.2 --1/ 100.0

Total 40,574 4.2 44,5 55.5 35,437 6.0 35.2 64.8

NOTE: Covers only those municipalities, townships
and counties that allocated.some of their GRS funds to public libraries.

4)1

1/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Soure: Computer printout of Treasury Actual-Use data for Fourth Entitleme5, (1973-74).

4
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4 .m'Most or all of the $10.5 million allocated to capital outlaylby

municipalities and counties with fewer than 25,000 inhabitants

can be considered as new spending rather than for borrowing

,avoidance. Few places below 25,000 population torrow,

and when they do, they borrow small sums from their local

bankers. They seldom issue bonds ori4themoney markets.

The fact is, of all municipal indebtedness outstanding

in 1972 ($52.6 billion) only about 20 percent had been

issued by thelnumerous municipalities of less than 25,000.

population (over 95 percent of all municlpalities have '4

4

fewer than 25,000 inhabitants) (I)
Of all ,county indebtedness ,

outstanding in 1972 ($14 billion) only,6.7 iiercent had

been issued by counties with fewer.thaft 25,000 inhabitants

(three-fifths,of all counties have felnier than 25,090 i

habitants).(2)

The '$10-11 million we estimate as substituting.for

debt issuance would, then, be attributed to the $20 million

of shared revenue that was applied to capital outlay by

the larger municipalities and counties (those over 25,000

population). It is reasonable to assume that this occurred

in a credit crunch situatiOn that the munidipal borid market

experiended during 1973-75 along with the rest of the economy.

Bureau of the Census, 197/ Census of Governments,
Vol. 4, No,. 4, pp. 36-37.

i2)
U.S. Burelau of the Census, 1972 Census of Gover ents,
Vol. 4, go. 3, p. 21.

- 112 7100-
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This tendency was undoubtedly 'fortified in the library,

area, where Federal construction funds under Title IT

. of LSCA dried up completely after 1973.

I

Conblusions
,(

Our analysis of the data leads'to the conclusion

that no more than one-third to one-half of the $76 million

allocated by.municipalitie and counties to public

libraries resulted in increased library expenditure.. In

mny places revenue sharing funds undoubtedly_resulted-in

. the avoidance of service cut-backs that might have been-
.

forced in the Absence of such funds. Some of thedarver

communities were able to acquire planned newfaciiities

without having to borrpw at excessive interest rates.

Despite the significant substitutional effects owever, revenu(

/ sharing has hell:led libraries - ay indeed, it has helped local goveki

ments generally - to weather a period of fiscal difficulty. It

is significant that shared revenue allocated to the'public

library functionX in 1973-74 was. almost 8 percent of tht. year's
a

total local expenditure for that purpose - and in many states-

the percentage was consideiany higher.

. 113
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This finding.is not.as surprising as appears. The !

library functiowis rather lowlinthe priorItyscheme.of the

local politica7strticture. .171 community after;,community,

faced with budgetary constraints and the need/to hold dOwn

property tax increases, libraries have been among the qrst

candidates for retrenchment. The initial inclination of local

governing bodies has been to avoid cuttin9 back where, the

tmmediate iippact Would be'dramatic - Oklice'and fire 'services,

and garbage collection, social ,services'and the like.
7

It is quite apOarent,/however

where libraries might have,been
4

t in some communities

d fdr dra'stic budgetary

cutbacks the 'politicianS:perce ed'possible serious repercussions.

Supporters 'of public libraryiervices inalude all segments of
./

.

. - .

'the populationland they can 'be mobdlized td wield considerable

political clou. Thus 'in many communitie.s faced With library

.T
service cdtbaCk's, ptessure was.,gxerted on the dispensers of

shared revenue to offset'the -impending Withdra;ial of.property

4:tax r,evenue..

4 4 .°
The faCt that revenUe sharing assistance to libraries has

been spottycannot be overlooked. The reality is that the

' great majority of local libraries hw1 pot participated in

'the revenue-sharing largesse, and the great.majority of,

,ffiUnicipalitieS and counties have not alloated a portion

.of their shared revenue to libraries.. Especially those local

114
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libraries that are .organized independently of general local

governments, and are therefore not eligible direct recipients

of shared revenue (as in Indiana 'and Ohio)", have reCeived

minimal amounts.

Revenue sharing is here to .stay--at least through°

Sepeember 30, 1980. The program which was to have expired

on Decembei. 31st, 1976, has been renewed, effective January

1, 1977. Even though the priority categories have been

eliminated the present pattern of use may well continue,

but the hearihg and budgetary procedures will be strengthened.

40
The'library community must come to the realization that, with

well organized efforts it can obtain its share 4of the pot -
,

'even if. only ag a.means of avoiding service cutback's. The

kibrary community must also come to the realization thatrany

continuation of LSCA must take account of the move toward the
4

uge of shared revenue and block grants as complementary parts\
of a total federal grant system.

1 1 5

-103-



,

A

Sunhary of-Findin

Introduction

When this stUdy was

s
were.more than vague co cerns,over the them,scheduled termina-

tion of the Library S ices and Construction Act"(LSCA) and

the General Revenue S ring (GRS) programs, the National Coin-
-.

mission on Libra /g rhformation[Science had just coy-

pleted its wor on o program,:and a
,

statute (R.S. 93-5 ) author,izing 4 White House Conference

on Libraries and tormation Services was-enacted, but withodt

the appropriatio ,of the necessary funds.

and Recommendations

corriMissioned in January 1976, there

It

The scene has changed markedly during the period of

the Study. E ly in October, 1976 LSCA was funded for FY1977

. 0 a level some 17 percent above FY1976, the General Rsvenue

Sharing Program has been conO.nued unti1 1980, the NCLIS

Report: ."Toward A NatiOnal Program forlLibraries and'Information
6 ,

Service's", has been widely distributed and discusgedf and there .

id firmu.coMmitment for funding the White House Cohference and
.

to.provide assistance for preparatory conferences to be held

in each state..

For those with general or special Interest in thE public
,

library,field, these events of the past year may e upli;ting

and hold promise of a bright future. For those a)cquainted'

with the vagaries and hard facts of public library finance

issues, these recent events do not provide basic solutions.

to.coptinuing fiscal support problems. Moreover, a differenti_

'perhaps more realistic, reading of. the events from the viewpoint
.-
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_
of public library finance could be as follows: (I) LSCA

funding was a little noti)ced piece of a Massive Department
-

of Labor-HEW appropriations bill that was passed.in the waning

hours of the 94th Congriess over a'Presidential veto; (2)

GRS renewal had long been predictedgand, as a matter ot fact,

is an event' more related to the upcOming Pre§idential election

. I

than to public library fiscal supp6rt needs; (3) the NCLIS
.e

report ot the national program is aptly entitled "Toward a

0
National Program for Libraries and Information Services" and

.contains a statement that there' is now no suctirmtional pft)1
,

.

. e
gram; and (4) the White House pmfeienee.is as yet a future

opportunity for library service improvement. te event will

'require skillful planning and preparation, as soon as funding

4 as made

What should 'be recognized both by thoiesbuoyed by

. .

optimism and those'who,see only the unresolved problems of

public library finance is,that the time is propitidus to
t

addilps these problems directly and to seek Consensus around

longrange solutions._ The required extenArion of

LSCA by SepteMber 30, 1977, in its present or a revised form,

can be a focal point for the plannilg and definition of long-

range goals.

This study offers recoMmendations for changes designed to
_

iMprove the effectiveness of the present Federalfiscal supriort

system. The recommendations are not in legislative langUage,

but enactment of a strengthened system is the goal. The-fieSt

'step toward that,objective is a review of study...findizigs by

not only NCLIS, but all organizations and meMbers of the

library community, government officials and outside observers.

-1115-
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ir
General Tindings and Conclusion

The perspective and scope of this analysis of Federal
I

funding of the public library include: )(1) the 20 year

history of LSA-LSCAfunding in terms of the stated purpose

of those systems and.the impact they have had on state and local

funding activities; (2)_the enactment and performance of general

revenue stiaring as a substitutesfor many categorical funding

programs, including LSCA; and (3). an attempted i.edefinition

of a ,Federal funding role under an alternative funding methOd,,,

proposed as the Federal Partnership Act.
=A.t.

The general conclusion is that the Federal funding effort

unde LSCA and he general revenue sharing program has been.
7

only moderately'effectivi in assuring the development of

puaic library services throughout the nation adequate to

meet present and future needs.
7.11.7

Much has been accomplished under existing programs to

Atimulate and sustain the public library as a vital, community-
,

based informational and etucational intitution. 'However,

4major gaps in services still exist - palkticularly in rural and

thany urban comMunities. The fiscalproblems of citieWare

thwarting needed development of public library services.

New technologies are increasingly available to augment acCessi-

bility'and use of library resouroits and should be kurther utilized.

he present intergovernmental funding of public libparA,ea isP ,

grssly out of balance, a disproportionately heavy support

burden is carried by local governments. State funding needs

to be increased in many -stateS',., and state funding systems need

to be improved. 118',
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On the positive side:

there are some 9,000 to 10,000 public library units pro-
1

viding a wide range of library and informa.Eion services-
,.

- total expenditures for public library services

exceeded the $1 billion mark in 1975, reflecting almost

a ,1/3'increase av, 1912 - a period that featured inflation,

high costs/and-increasing local fiscal.distress (Se'e

Table 4A).

- -states have accepted and moved to implement their re-

sponsibilities fAbr the comprehensive p anning vital to
. .

the strategia development of public library servicesr

- states have increased, lidestly at least, their share

of local public library expenditures and have developed

a wide range of aid and'grant systems to assist local

public'library development... (See Table 5) .

- an increasing number.of library networks ana regional

library systIbMs are emerging with technical services

4

designed to augment and supplement'local library serwices

- local jurisdictions, the level hit hardest.by reaent

governmental fiscal distress, havp continued to allocite

funds in amounts representing the major share of,

public library costs (See Table 5)

- definitive nationacl goals for the development of

.library and information services have been enunciated

by NCLIS.as a vital part.of a national program; movement

.toward these goals has,begun.-
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Other signs and portents,could be listed to show the public 4

library as a lte institution changing to meet present day
J .

demands, and demonstrating the ability to sustain the funding

commitment of governmental jurisdictions at sla.te and local levels.

The negative findings of the analysis, summarized below, tipS

the scale in that direction and support the descriptive term
'

,

moderate-
%

ly" in the overall*conclusion assessing the impact of LSCA and GRS.

(1) Using public library per capita'expenditures as indica-

tors, anall>sis shows that there
-
are gross;,disparities

in library service offefings at the local level
.)

Per capita expenditures range from less tlian $1.00 to

-.Lover $15.00, against a median of $3.28. This disparity is

most marked as between the 139 million citiiens living

inside SMSA's and the 64 million living in more rural

areas. The average,per capita expenditures of SMSA

residents was $6.61 in 1974 compared to $3.01 in rural
,

areas. (See T:171:1 1 and 2) Available data do not permit

further breakdown of per capita expenditures within SMSA'

but it is known generally that tax capacity to support
C),

services is increasing in suburban communittts and decreasing.

.in core cities, especially large urban centers- Buttressing

the overall finding of library service disparities is the

rresult of a recent national survey made by the American

library Association. According to survey, responses,

chief state library officers estimated there were in 1976

over 9 million (4.4 percent) people without any library
-I o

service, 175 million (83.3 percent) with inadequ&t:e service,

,and only 26 million (12.3 percent) with adequate service,

(2) While expenditures for public libraries increased during

the period 1967-1974, the increase was far smaller than

-108-
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incteases.for other state and locally finanted services

(sc'hools, health, police and recreation) The avetage annual
4

rate of increase for libraries compared -unfavrahly to

incrèases for the other nrvices. Moreover, public

libraries expenditures represented only a miniscule,por-

tion (1.55 peikcent) oflcombined-expenditures for this

gr up of services in 1967 and this percentage was pven

low r (.48 percent)/in 1974. (See Table 3). 'this findinfts

/
indiscates that public libraries are not doing well in

the increasing competition for the local and state tax
%.

dollar.

(3) It is apparent that the bulk of the increase in public

library expenditures fell on local government and sustaine

its disproportionately heavy share of public library costs.

On a state-by-state basis, public library expenditur'es

increased in almost all sates between 1972 and 1975.

Size of the increases ranged widely among states - from 1
4-1

to 50 percent in a varying pattern. About half the states

rep)o ting indicated increases from 1-15 percent, and the

other half reported increases betyeen 16 and 50 percent.

The analysis indicates a slowdown in expenditure in-
(

creases between 1974 and 1975. : (See Table 4)

(4) The perCent disttibution of public library costs is thus

nowhere near a balanced intergovernmental funding system
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- recommended in,earlier studies. The OYerwrielming

porti n oT the.costs still falls on local governmpnt and'

any relief yforded by the slight iricAase in the state

share is almost...imperceptible: -Nationally, the-states'

share of public library expenaitures incr9,4sed sligh\t1Y

from 1.0.8 percent in 19724to 12.9 percent in 1975. The

Federal share ;,dropped from.5.. 8 percent to 5.0 percent,
. . ., .

.and the local.share moved only slightly trom- 83.4 to 82.1

percent.duririg the.same period: In 1975, the local share

of public library.costs was 70 percen't or tiore in.29 states -

or

down'3 from 1972. The number of states reporting a locaj

share of 80 percent Aor more was 18 in 1975.- down 5 from

1972.. In statee for whith data were available, the state

share of these'expenditures inCreased in 29 states and

decreased in 10,between 1972-1975. The F eral ehare,

decreased in 28 of the 40 statee.for ich data mere

available. in 24 of these states th Federal share was

less than 10 'percent and in 35 states,les than 15.percent.

Federal share.percentages are higher in th more'rural

states. On a regional basis the Federar hare declined'

L7F4
in gix of eight tohtinental'regions. Onl the Southeast'

and Rocky Mountain Regions showed slight increases.
6

(See Tables 5 and SA)

(5) There is a wie diskarity in level of service, as measured

by public library expenditure, among states and regions.

Per capita expenditures vary greatly and so do expenditures
,
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related to incoMe. Expenditures relate& to income

declined significantly between 197,2iand 1975. Per

capita eXpeditures for librakY services increased on

fa national basis from $4.38 in 191t to $5.83 in 1975%
'-

This significant increaseA.!_contrasted with aodecline

in expenditures per $1,000 of_ personal income from

$1.05 in 1972 to $.97.in 1975. AMong the states, ex-
.

penditures per capita in 1975 'ranged from $2.31 to

$9.73. Of 40 states reporting,-.four had per capita ex-
,

penditures between $2.00 and $2.99, 17 weke between

$3.00 and $5.00 and 19 were between $5.00 and $,10.00.

ihis disparity in serVice -levels among states was also

reflected regionally in 1975. Per capita expenditures

ranged from $3.01 in the Southeast Region (12'states)

to $7.58 in the New England Region (6 states).

Service disparities, interms of effort related

to overall fiscal capacity, alsoexist among states and

regions. Expenditures per $1,000 of personal income

among grates in 1975 ranged from $.51 io $1.47, a difference

of almost 200 percent. In 26 of 40 states, expenditures

related to income ranged between $:51 and $.98. The figure

was above this level, but below $1.47, in the remaining 14

states. Between 1972 and 1975, 24 of 40 states had a

decrease in public library expenditures per $1,000 personal

income. Regional expenditures relates to income in 1975 ,

ranged from $.57 in the SouthwestRegion (4 states) to

$1.27 f.h the New England-Region (6 states). Expenditures
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related to income decreased ip all regions except one

(Southeast) between 1972 and 1975, (See Tables 6 and 6A)

(6) ,State-aid payments 'for public library services are not

keeping.pace with the total of state/payments to lral

government,and the gap is widening. In 1967, state aid

to public libraries was .33 perpent'of all state aid.

This figure declined to .22 percent in 1974. The average

annual increase in state payments to libraries between

1967-1972 was 7.8 percent compared to 14.1 percent for

all state payments. From 1972-74, the library figure had
0

slowed to 4.7.percent, compared to 11.8 P ercent for all

state payments.. (See Table 7)

(7) It is dlear that LSCA has been an important stimUlus

of library serviCe development in states and localities

over the past two decades. It is equally clear that,

in its present form, it is a deficient mechanism for

the distribution of Federal funds and a weak instrumen

of Federal policy with respect to library services

development. Major deficiencies.of the LSCA program

include the following:

- the level of funding has seldombeen in accord

with stated goals-and objectives;

- it is an unstable source of funding in that

amounts for distribution have.varied widely

over the years, it lacks-any provision for

foru4rd funding, and, with the advent of GRS,
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efforts have been made to eliminate LSCA

as a categorical funding program;

. - it is a loosely organized funding program con-
.

sisting of four titles, two of which (Construction

and Older Readers Services) have not been funded

since 1973, providing general operational and

maintenance funds, as well as funds for specific

targets;

- it is a funding program lacking an ade'quate

administrative structure and the essential Federal

guidelines, technical assistance and monitoring

to assist states in making effective use of available

Federal funds;

- the state plan device, required under LSCA, has

not been used effectively as a basis for channeling

Federal and state funds to achieve national

goals;.there is too little,effective review.and

.monitoring of Federal fund utilization in conjunc-

tion with stasi.e comprehensive plans for library

service deyelopMent, and

- because of the low funding levels and the fragmen-
.
tation of funding under various titles, amounts

distributed to sateS are so small as to preclude

effective use for the strategic development of

state-wide services.
1_25
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(8) Under the stimulus of LSCA and state interest in public

library development, a whole variety of state public

library aid prdgrams have been established'. There are,-

nonetheless, some states which have no fiscal assistance

programs for,public library service development. In

many other,states, the aid program is not based on

statutes but is impiemented through administrative regula-

tion and discretionary grants. .By and large, the over-

whelming proportion of Federal and state funds distributed

through state-aid programs do not reflect adeguateli

differential need for public library services, or

differential capacity to support such services.

(9) The general revenue sharing program has proven to be an

effectivt device for the re-distribution of Federal tax

revenues, but it is not an effective Substitute for a

program of fiscal aid to assist the progressive develop-

-ment of public library services for all citizens. ,Of

the.total GRS-paymentS-to local governtentS in 1973-74,

only 1.8 percent ($76 million). was allocated for public

library capital and operating expenses. The'analysis

indicates that no more than 1/3 to 1/2 of this $76 million

rpsulted in increased expenditures for public library

services. The remaining 1/2 to 2/3 of these unds was

used to replace local tax dollars previously sed for

this purpose. In view of the disproportionate share of

public library costs boime by local governments, the
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substitutional effect may be desirable; but GRS funds

have not provided sufficient additional funds.for the pro-

. .

gressive development of public library services in

accordance with a national plan. The recent ieenactment

of GRS contains no identification of priority uses, and

therefore libraries will lose a previously held advantage.

Design for an Improved Federal Funding Sxstep for Public

Libraries

The basic recommendation of this report is that the

Library Services and Construction Act be revised and strengthened

be'a more effective instrument of a Federal policy designed

to assist states and localities in the development and equitable

distribution of public library and information servicet as part

of a national plan. This conception is based on a redefinition

of Federal policy for public libraries targeted specifically on

the. prioritized .expansion of library services.in areas that are

=served or grossly underserved. A second related target for

these funds, is to expand further the development of operating

linkages and netWorks to augment and supplement the services

of existing libra4ies and library systems'.

The nathe of the proposed neW act might-be called the Library

and Information Services Development Act ahd it should implement

a sharply focussed Federal policy with the objective of creating

a balanced intergovernmental funding system for the develOp-

ment of adequate public library and information services thrbugh-

out the nation. The proposed act should call for. an elevated level

1/F1

of Federal
rfunding required to achieve specific evelopmental
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'Tpals. Estimation of total evelopment'costs and the yearly

Pedexal share in the fuAding ok such costs should be derived

from the national inventory of iibrary needs now being Completed

by NCLIS. The program envisionedlits one in which Federal, 'state

and local,governments join in the support of a common effort

focussed on development objectives defined in accordance with

a national plan and specifically targeted state plans. The

program should include tpecific provisions to insure Federal,

monitoring of the utilization of iederal funds, and to provide,

guidelines and assistance for states in developing and implementing

state plans for which Federal funds are used, as well as to

stimulate higher levels of state funding for existing and ex-

panded services..
011.

The proposed act should provide for distribution ?

of Federal funds to ach4eve two basic sub-objectives: (1) ,the

extension and up-grading of public library services in accordance

77-) with defined criteria of relative need forlservices and relative

fisc'al ability to support such services among states and among

areas within states; and (2) the.development and/or expansion

Of cooperative systems and network linkages not only among

public librariet, but' also between.public libraries and all other

tYPes of libraries and infOrmation services. E'mPhasis in the use

of F;ederal funds under the new act should be assigned to:the first

oi-the pub-objectives cited above. State matching, under varying

rates, should be requi'red under both funding components.' The

dct Should provide for idvance funding of programs and projectt

in'accordance with approved state plans.
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State matchingrequirementsskoOd specify the use of state

revenue sources and exclude the use of local funds for this-

, purpose. The amount of Federal funds which could be used for

state adminibtration purpose should be limited. The ratio of ,

Federal to state do,llars should be higher under ttle first Of the

two components in order to reflect a higher priorityrdn the

extension and up-grading of essential library services. Highest

priority should be assigned the extension and up-grading of

services in rural and urban areas.

All states should be eligible for funds under the act and

the allocations should be determined for each state in .

accordance with uniformly applied factors reflecting relative'need

forextension and development of library services, and fiscal
(1)

capacity to support such services - Payments to stdtes

should be based on specifid state-authorized plans-for the
04

distribution and utilization of these funds in accordance with

Federal guidelines. Transferability of state allocations between

t,he two .Program Components should be controlled on the basis;

of definedcriteri:a. Unused allocations made available for any

state should revert to the national fund for distribution to
4

other states in accordance With established criteria of need and

fiscal ability.

e plan requirement cited above in connection,with state

eliibility should be based on state comprehensive plans, but

it should also specifically describe the ways in which Federal

funds will be utilized. Authorization of,state plans by the

(1) For a new index to assist in detertining state fiscal
capaciey, see Appendix.
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responsible state officer should rePresent a comm4mentito use

state funds in Plan implementation. Actual use reports should%

be required for monitoring purposes. Gutdelines under which-

state plans are prepared should specify, for each prej4ect, a

declining level of Federal support over a specified time period.

Guidelines should, also specify and require an adequate and gon-
.

,
,____,--

..

tinuingbasig of state-local fiscal support for the expanded

services.

The act shmild include a strong and definitive section

Addressed to prdviding adequate administration and monitoring

of Federal fund utilization in accordanc with-a national. plan.

( In this connectioh, a strngthened and perhaps elevated locus

of authority for Federal fund admini tration and over,lighf

will he required. Th, unit should e adequately st.affed to

provide limited high level technicaL assistance ,to states in

planning and-implementing the eXpansion and development of li;

brary services and the utilitatiqn of Federal funds.
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Appendix

State Index of Fiscal Capacity*

A new measure off state-local fiscal 'stress has recently

been developed by staff members of the Advisory Commission

on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), which makes it --'

possible'to-rank the states according.to their "fiscal blbod

'pressure." 4his measure takes into account not only a state's

cticrent fiscal (tax) effort but ar the trend -of its fiscal

1 '(tax) effort
441?

er time.

The simplest and most readily.availablel.me4sure of tax

. effort is the ratio between a tate's and its local governments'
6

tax collections and the wggregate income of its residents.

Resident income is used as a measure of tax capacity (the

tax base). . BecaUse taxes are not levied entirely on income,

-however, this measure presents some problems. For example,

it understates(the taxable base of mineral-rich states and

. of: touLsm.states, as well as"property-rich farm states.

,It overstates the base of the states with obsolescent in-

dustrkai piants--mostly in the Northeast and Midwest.

To overcome these shortcomings, the ACIR staff has

adjusted personal income data to take account of fiscal

capacity estimates besed on the yield of ,a state's tax system

*Material for this Appendix was taken from a soon to be published
report: Legal, Functional. and Viscal Support Relationships
Between Pub1ic Libraries and.Public Education, prepared for the .

Urban Libraries Council by Government Studies & Systems.

1
JoOn Ross and John Shannon,Measuring the Fiscal "Blood Pressure"
oethe States: Some Warning Signs for'our Federal System and
Alternative Prescriptions. (Paper. presented at the Conference
on State and Local Finance, the University of Oklahoma,
Norman, Oklahoma, Otober 15, 1976.
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TABLE 1
.

. %
.

A TWO DIMENSIONAL ixscAL PRESSURE INDEX USING ADJUSTED RESIDENT PERSONAL1/-
INCOME.TO ESTIMATE FISCAL CAPACITY

.

.

High and Falling

,..,
(INDEXED

1964-1974
ON MEDIAN)

High and Rising

Wisconsin

Hawaii

Vermont

Wishington

'Utah

Arizona

Colorado

Iowa

2 1321/87**

125/62

122/55

109/98

104/86

101/21

101/-13

100/3

(64,6)

(78.0)

(56.d)

(64.9)

(64.1)

(54.2)

(58.0)

.

New, York

Massachusetts

Rhode Island

Maine

California

Minnesota ,'

Michigan

Maryland

Pennsylvania

Illinois

New Jersey

Connectfdut

Mississippi

District of
Columbia

South CaroXina

IndAana .

Delaware .

169/477

145/346

126/281

126/260

126/232

125/142

123/78
122/329

1187292

414/374

1147316

113/224

107/175

105/46'

10095
"102/115.

101/338

(48.1)

(46.8)

(58.5)

(61.0)

(52.0)

(68.3)

(55.8)

(58.0)

(62.9)

(54.2) .

(39.6)
..

(49.1)

(76.2)

_

(6-0.2)

(79.9)

9
Low and Falling

kansas 99/31

New Mexico 98/93

Oregon 98/55

North Carolina 96499

Louisiana.

Montana 95/43

t \Idaho 94/20

South Dakota 94/-117

Ceorgia 93/100

Aliabama 90/84

Tennessee
44

00/35

North Dakota 86/-190

Texas 85/64

Florida ,84/90

Wyoming 82/70

Oklahoma 80/15

Alaska 81/-172

New.Hampshire 78/-30

(56.7)

(82.7)

(54,.6)

(66.5)

(50.8)

(68.8)

(46:1)

(61.9)

(74.1)

(53.8)

(67.7)

(57.7)^

(A4:1)

(54.7)

(67.6)

(68,4)

(40.1)°

Low and Rising

Virginka.

.West Virginia

100/346

100/116

A59.5)

(77.3)

Missouri , 96/213 (47.9)'

Ohio . 94/168 , (49.2)

Kentucky 94/171. (76.6)

Nebraska 90Y211, (47.t)

Nevada 90/149 **(58:5)

Arkansas 82/120 (76.1)

:.

.

_

- Source: ,See Footnote plik-l. Parentheeic nu ers added (data from BUr'eau of the
Census, Governmental Finances in 1974-751, 42 ,

* Fiscal pressure for 1974. - .
..r

**The change is from 1964-74. Source: AC/R staff,estimates based ohy.S. Department of
Commerce, Office of Busineis Economics, Survey of Current Business,:various,yealrs;
and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental Find:Ices', various years.

14 Adjusted resident personal income is explaineetn "App-. B vf.the floss/Shannon pape'r
Numbers in parentheses represent the state percentage shard of statelocal tax collection,

in 1974-75. U.S. average 56.7%.
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that makes average use of all its taxable resources. Table

1 presents the results of this Set of estimates by dividing

the statesinto four groups based on their "fiscal blood'

pressure." Ite 17 state's in 'the upper right-hand quadrant

(those with both a high current fiscal effort and a rising

fiscal effort relative to national averages) are under the

greatest fiscal stress. The 18 states in the lower left-hand

"quadrant Olow and falling")care in relatively goppl fiscal

condition. Thus New York, with a fiscal "blood pressure" of

a69/477 is in dire fiscal.straits--a fact that has been highly
/ r

publicized in r

P

cent months. New Hampshire, which has-made

_eifetish of keeping taxes (and government services) low, has

a low fiscal "blood pressure"-of /8/-30 - that is, its current

fiscal effort is 78% of the national average and its fiscal

effort actually has been falling relative to the national trend.

To prdvide some notiOn as to'the locuS of the fiscal
4

pressures or lack of them - state vs. local - added in

6 parentheses is each state's percentage of state-local tax col-
d

lections. By this measure, two-thirds of the states in the

"low and faTng" group raise an above-average portion of

state-local taxes at the state level. Marip'of them are
.

"sunbelt" states, which are gaining population and drawing

Industry at the expense of the Northeastern and Midwestern

lates, many of which are in the "high'and rising" quadrant.

A number of the states'in the "low and falling" quadrant,

wherethe state government tax share is high, are also among
.°
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,...N.hose that already finance .an above-average proportion

of both school and library costs (e.g., N.M., N.C:, Ga. and,

Ala..). Such states could presumably afford to raise their

school and library expenditures at either the state or the

local government levels% Those states in the '"low and falling".

quadrant with average or below-average state shares could

readily increase state-level taxes to bolster state support

for schools and libraries (e.g., Kan.i Ore., Monst., S.D.,

aAd N.H.).

Seven of.the 16 states,in the "high and rising quadrant

have below-average state-level taxes (N.Y., Mass., Cal.,

Michk.', Ill., N.,14eand Conn.). Some of these.states,.like

New York, Michigan and Ailinois already share at close-to,

or better-than average rates in both library and sChool support.

Others, like Massachusetts, California, New ,Jrsey and Connecti-

cut, provide below7average support for'schools and libraries.
-

New.Jersey, which recently enacted a state personal income

tax will probably be able to build up its school and library

support. ConMecticut could do the same if the state were

also to enact a broad-based income tax.
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